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Tribute to a Great Public Servant
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THOMAS B. CURTIS

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, December 23, 1963
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I noted

with sorrow in the Washington papers
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recently that Rear Adm. Morton L.
Ring—SC, U.S. Navy, retired—had
passed away. He leaves behind a great
record as public servant of the highest
type.

Those of us who had business with the
Munitions Board and prior to that the
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts of the
Navy remember Mort Ring as a courte-
ous, cooperative, and highly trained and
qualified public servant. In testifying

December 2

before the various committees on compli-
cated subjects, he displayed not only
charm but the ability to see the overall
picture of national defense and fiscal
responsibility, though he wore the uni-
form of one of the partisan services.

Admiral Ring's contribution to the
progress that is now being made in the
Defense Department is great, and his
passing is a cause for grief to those of us
who knew him so intimately.

SENATE

TuespAaY, DECEMBER 24, 1963

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
and was called to order by the Acting
President pro tempore, Hon. LEE MET-
cALF, a Senator from the State of Mon-
tana.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father, Thou hast taught us fo
Jove truth and beauty and goodness.
May Thy truth make us free—free from
pride and prejudice and from all the
ugly sins of disposition that so easily
beset us. Lift us, we pray, above the
mud and scum of mere things to the
holiness of Thy beauty, so that even the
common task and the trivial round may
be edged with crimson and gold.

Lead us into paths of righteousness
for Thy name’s sake. Enrich us, we
pray, with the durable satisfactions of
life, so that the multiplying years may
not find us bankrupt in the things that
matter most—the golden currency of
faith and hope and love.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution (H.J.
Res. 880) establishing that the 2d regu-
lar session of the 88th Congress convene
at noon on Tuesday, January 7, 1964.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the following con-
current resolutions:

H. Con. Res. 248, Concurrent resolution
establishing that when the two Houses of
Congress adjourn on Monday, December 30,
1963, they stand adjourned sine die; and

H.Con.Res.249. Concwrent resolution
establishing that notwithstanding the sine
die adjournment, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives and the President of the
Senate be authorized to sign enrolled bills
and joint resolutions,

The message further announced that
a committee of two Members be ap-
pointed by the House to join a similar
committee appointed by the Senate, to
wait upon the President of the United
States and inform him that the two
Houses have completed their business of
the session and are ready to adjourn,
unless the President has some other
communication to make to them.,
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The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 9499) making appropriations for
foreign aid and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and for
other purposes; that the House receded
from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 22, 25, and 26 to
the bill and concurred therein, and that
the House receded from its disagreement
to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 14 and 20 to the bill, and con-
curred therein, each with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Acting President pro
tempore:

HR.5338. An act to enact the Uniform
Commercial Code for the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes;

H.R.687564. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and re-
lated agencles for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, and for other purposes;

HR.6868. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the flscal year
ending June 30, 1964, and for other purposes;

HR.T7063. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice, and
Commerce, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
and for other purposes; and

H.R.7431. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of sald Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964,
and for other purposes.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Let the Chair state that the
leadership has notified the Chair that
after appropriate consultation with
Members on both sides, and in order to
keep expressed or implied commitments,
it has recommended that the foreign aid
appropriations conference report would
best be considered on Monday, December
30, at 10 a.m., by the Senate. The Chair
is informed that all Members will be
personally notified of this time by their
respective leadership, and it is the hope
and expectation that all will be on hand
for this highly important vote.

CONVENING ON JANUARY 7 OF 2D
SESSION OF 88TH CONGRESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Sen-
ate a joint resolution, which will be read
by title.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 880)
establishing that the 2d session of the
88th Congress convene at noon on Tues-
day, January 7, 1964, was read twice by
its title.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. KUCHEL. MTr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I inquire of
the acting majority leader whether
agreement has been reached between
the majority leader and the minority
leader for the present consideration of
the sine die adjournment resolution?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me say to the
distinguished acting minority leader that
it is my understanding that it has been
reached between the two leaders.

Mr. KUCHEL. If I correctly under-
stand, this is the House-passed joint res-
olution fixing January 7 as the date for
the convening of the 2d session of the
88th Congress.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct.

Mr. KUCHEL. Does it also provide
for adjournment sine die of this session
on any particular date?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. No. That will be taken care of
as a part of the announcement on Mon-
day, December 30, at the session com-
mencing at 10 a.m., when business will
be transacted

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the present consideration
of the joint resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Isthere objection?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to objeect, I wish to ask
the acting majority leader whether it is
a fact that the House of Representatives
adopted the conference report on the for-
eign aid appropriation bill at its session
this morning?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes; it is my un-
derstanding that that was accomplished.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Is there any rea-
son the acting majority leader can give
Senators as to why the Senate cannot
adopt the conference report now, rather
than to have a session on December 30?

Mr. PROXMIRE, I cannot give such
a reason, and I, myself, would be anxious
to have the Senate adopt the conference
report at this time or on Thursday morn-
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ing or on Friday morning. But this
arrangement has been made by the
leadership, and I think we are bound by
it.

So I can see nothing to do but pro-
ceed accordingly—in other words, to
have a pro forma session on Friday, and
to convene on Monday, and at that time
to act on the conference report on the
foreign aid bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Am I correctly in-
formed that the measure as acted on
finally by the House of Representatives
is acceptable to the administration; and
does the Senator from Wisconsin know
of any reason why the Senate should
not adopt the conference report today—
other than the arrangement to which he
has referred?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Arkansas will recall that the distin-
guished senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] had indicated that he de-
sired to have a live quorum call, and also
that he wanted a yea-and-nay vote
taken on this question. Of course, in
order to have a live quorum call and a
yvea-and-nay vote on the question of
agreeing to the conference report on the
appropriation bill, it will be necessary
to have the physical presence in this
room of at least 51 Senators.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But a Senator
cannot in absentia make a demand for
a yea-and-nay vote, can he? Is that
permissible under the rules of the Sen-
ate? After all, the Senator from Ore-
gon is not now present.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If the Senator from Arkansas
will bear with the present occupant of
the chair, let the Chair state that he
has a commitment to the Senator from
Oregon that there be a live quorum call
if the conference report on the foreign
aid appropriation bill is to be called; and
the acting minority leader had a similar
commitment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. However, I do not
believe that a Senator who is occupying
the chair can make such a point of order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A Senator who is occupying the
chair certainly can suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. At any rate, I am
not going to be here on Monday. I have
been here all this year; and I state now
for the record that I am not going to be
here on Monday. I think this arrange-
ment is perfectly ridiculous. The House
has agreed to the conference report on
this important appropriation bill, and
the Senate has twice passed on this
issue. So I see no sense in our holding
such a session on December 30, and I
shall not be here at that time.

Mr., PROXMIRE. I agree entirely
with the Senator from Arkansas. This
situation is most difficult for me, and I
am sure it is for many other Senators.

However, the leadership has made a
commitment, and intends to keep it; and
since I have made a commitment to the
leadership, I have no alternative but to
proceed in the way indicated. There-
fore, if the Senator who now occupies
the chair and is presiding over the Sen-
ate does not suggest the absence of a
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quorum, I am bound to do so; and if the
absence of a quorum is suggested, we
would then have to remain in session
until the presence of a live quorum was
developed, and it is obvious that a live
quorum could not be obtained today.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Will the Senator
from Wisconsin state with whom the
agreement was reached?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is my under-
standing that the agreement as to the
procedure was reached between the ma-
jority leadership and the minority lead-
ership; namely, to have a pro forma ses-
sion on Friday, and to convene on Mon-
day at 10 am., and at that time to take
final action on the conference report on
the foreign aid appropriation bill.

Mr, SYMINGTON. I am in the same
position the Senator from Arkansas is
in. I have waited here all week, and
have received telegrams—at various
hours of the day and night—as to what
would happen.

It will be very difficult for me to be
here on Monday.

It is most difficult to understand why
the Senate cannot act now on the confer-
ence report on the foreign aid appropri-
ation bill, if the conference report has
now been agreed to by the House of Rep-
resentatives, and if there is no objection
in the Senate to the report.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree with the
Senator from Missouri; but the commit-
ment has been made by the leadership,
and we must work with the leadership.

On the other hand, if the absence of a
quorum were suggested and if a live quo-
rum were demanded, we would be likely
to remain here until Monday, anyway.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to me?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I was noti-
filed to be here today, and I am here.
We are now notified to be in the Senate
next Monday, and I will be here then.
But it was understood that the House
might take action today on the confer-
ence report on the foreign aid appro-
priation bill; since last Saturday it has
been known to everyone that the House

was being urged to act on the conference.

report.

I should like to know whether any no-
tice was given to any Senator not to be
here today. Was any Senator now pres-
ent so notified?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Not to my knowl-
edge; and it seems to me that the in-
formation which was given out was that
there would be a pro forma session to-
day. But the only information I had
was that there would be a pro forma ses-
sion today.

Mr. COOPER. I realize that the
Senator could not be aware of all the
facts or circumstances which led to the
decision which he has announced. But
was the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT] consulted?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was not con-
sulted.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have been in-
formed by the secretary for the major-
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ity that the announcement made on Sat-
urday was that this session would be
strictly a pro forma session, and that no
business would be transacted.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But the situation
was not clear then. I have read care-
fully what was purported to be the agree-
ment. Obviously the Senate could not
act until the House acted on the zonfer-
ence report; but—unexpectedly, per-
haps—the House acted on the report this
morning. I know of no reason, after
the Senate has twice acted affirmatively,
by a margin of almost 2 to 1—why there
should be further delay. After all, the
House has acted on the conference re-
port, and there is nothing to prevent the
Senate from acting on it.

Mr. COOPER. I agree. If it was im-
portant to have the House act today on
the conference report, it is equally im-
portant to have the Senate act today
on it. T regret that the Senate is not
going to act on it today.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I wish to read—
for the benefit of Senators—precisely the
colloguy which occurred last Saturday
between the Senator from Utah [Mr,
BenneETT] and the majority leader. I
read now from page 25473:

Mr, BennNeTT. I should like to refer to the
pattern the majority leader has suggested
for the Senate, which will take us over, first,
until Tuesday, for a pro forma session, and
then until Friday. He followed that with
the statement that if the House acted, ar-
rangements would be made to bring us back.
May we be assured, or may we assume, that
this will not happen on Tuesday, the day
before Christmas, and that Friday is prob-
ably the very first day on which we will be
brought back?

Mr. MansFIELD. I give that assurance to
the distinguished Senator from Utah inso-
far as we are both capable of doing so, be-
cause we try to keep in mind all considera-
tions and give Senators plenty of notice.

Mr. President, speaking for myself, I
am rather surprised to see any of my
brethren present today, because I as-
sumed this session would be a pro forma
session and that no business would be
transacted, and that, automatically, the
Senate would go over to Friday.

I have great respect and fondness and
friendship for the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas; but he did make one in-
accuracy in his earlier comments: He
suggested that the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel cannot act in absentia.
But apparently the Senator from Arkan-
sas was not correct in making that
comment.

Mr. PROXMIRE., If the Senator will
defer for a few moments, I think we can
all make one thing absolutely clear with-
out question: That is, that much as I
would like, and other Senators would
like, to have the Senate act by Friday,
we cannot do so, and that Friday’s ses-
sion will definitely be a pro forma session,
with no business to be transacted, and
that the Senate will convene at 9 o'clock
on Friday morning and adjourn shortly
thereafter to reconvene on Monday.

The Senator from Wiseonsin has eight
speeches scheduled next Monday in Wis-
consin. This is the only time in the
whole year when I thought surely the
Senate would be out of session. I have
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had to cancel all eight speeches, because
I am going to be here. I have not pre-
viously missed rollealls, and I do not
want to start to do so now.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I understand from
the Senator from California that one can
act in absentia. I ask the Chair, if it is
in order for me fo ask unanimous consent
that I be considered to be present on
Monday and voting “yea,” and that I be
included as present in the live quorum.

Mr, KUCHEL. Mr. President, I regret,
with all my heart, that I find myself con-
strained to object to the request of my
able brother.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was addressing a
parliamentary inquiry to the Chair.

Why would the Senator from Califor-
nia object? If the Senator from Oregon
can act in absentia, why cannot I?

Mr. KEUCHEL. I did not know the
Senator from Oregon had made a unani-
mous-consent request. Apparently he
had. I mention what occurred to make
the understanding perfectly clear; that
is, with one or two of our colleagues be-
ing present to suggest the absence of a
quorum, the Senate would not be given
an opportunity fo transact business to-
day.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
I understand, the able Senator from Cali-
fornia voted for the bill. Why is he op-
posed to the Senator from Arkansas and
the Senator from Missouri being in-
cluded as being present Friday when
the bill comes up?

Mr. KEUCHEL. Because I never heard,
in the history of the country, how a
Senator in absentia can be deemed to
be present.

My thought in presenting the situa-
tion with respect to the Senator from
Oregon is that apparently he had ar-
ranged to have friends or colleagues see
to it that no business could be trans-
acted today. I am ready to transact
business, but apparently—there should
be no mistake—what the Senator’s lead-
ership had in mind was quite clear;
namely, that this would be a pro forma
session.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sena-
tor from California be allowed to cast
my vote next Monday.

Mr. KEUCHEL. I would be glad fo
cast the vote of the Senator from Ar-
kansas, because he and I would vote
precisely in the same fashion. However,
again, I feel constrained to object.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am told that
the Senate can do anything by unani-
mous consent. Why can I not ask unan-
imous econsent to have the Senator from
California vote for me next Monday?

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator can, but
he will not get me to do so.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator from
California should realize——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Has the Chair
ruled on my request?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair understood the Sena-
tor from California objected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California ob-
jected to the Senator from Arkansas
making a unanimous-consent request in
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this case. However, if the Senator from
Arkansas wishes to make a unanimous-
consent request that some other Senator
cast his vote on Monday, the Chair will
then rule. But the Chair will not rule in
advance as to what the ruling on the
unanimous-consent request will be.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I move that the
junior Senator from Arkansas be allowed
to cast his vote on Monday through the
Senator from California,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That would be a violation of rule
XII.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then I ask unan-
imous consent. What rule would that
violate?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California has
objected.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No, he has not ob-
jected.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCarTHY], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLBricuHT], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. SyMmineTOoN], and the
Senator from New York [Mr. KEaTING],
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
Rawporpa], and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Younc] be allowed to vote on Mon-
day.

Mr. KUCHEL. In absentia?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In absentia; and
that the Senator from California [Mr.
Kucaer] will be allowed to cast our
votes.

Mr. KUCHEL. Think what a historic
occasion it would be if Senators could, by
unanimous consent, vote in absentia.
That would be a historic, unique occa-
sion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator will
not object, we can make history.

Mr. KUCHEL. IregretthatImustob-
ject.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
port. Is there objection?

Mr. KUCHEL. Iobject.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Why does the Sen-
ator object?

Mr. KEATING.
the Senator yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iyield.

Mr. KEATING. I think we are in a
preposterous situation. In the first place,
the House having acted, I cannot see a
single reason why it makes any differ-
ence whether we act on Monday or a
week from Monday or the following
Tuesday. Funds already have been pro-
vided in the Foreign Aid Act at a higher
rate than they are being allowed in this
bill, until the end of next January. I
cannot understand the necessity for im-
mediate action.

Furthermore, if we are to act, I agree
entirely with Senators who have spoken
that we should act today. Like the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] I was
advised to be here today. That is true.
I want to be fair. I called in and was
told that no business would be trans-
acted today. However, I call attention
to a specific inquiry on that point which
was made by the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Miirer], of the majority leader, when
the Senator from Iowa asked, to pin down
the point:

If the House should perchance act, would
it be the intention of the leadership that

Mr. President, will
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the Senate would not meet for business on
Tuesday, but that it would do so on Friday?

The majority leader replied:

It would all depend on developments. I
would, of course, discuss any procedure with
the distinguished minority leader; and to-
gether, we would fry to lay out a plan of
action and policy which would, in our opin-
ion, meet with the approval of the majority
of the Members of the Senate and see that
all of them got plenty of notice.

In my judgment—and I may be in
error—the procedure that we are follow-
ing, or that is proposed to be followed,
today does not meet with the approval
of the majority of the Members of the
Senate. I do not think there is any rea-
son to believe that it does. Personally,
I would prefer to have a live quorum and
stay here until we got one, than to have
to leave and come back next Monday. I
had plans to be away. This is the only
time I have available to be away. I shall
not go. I shall be here next Monday,
whatever happens. However, I think
this is an imposition on the Members of
the Senate. I personally would prefer
that this matter be brought to a head to-
day and voted on Friday, rather than
next Monday.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that suggestion for a
moment and let me ask him a question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. KUCHEL. I think we will be in-
formed by the Chair that if the Senator
suggests the absence of a quorum, and
if a quorum is not available, the Senate
will automatically go over until Christ-
mas Day. I do not think the Senator
from Arkansas would want to do that.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator
from California sure that a live quorum
is not available?

Mr. KEUCHEL. Pretty sure.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will inform the Sena-
tor from Arkansas that he made a com-
mitment with the Senator from Oregon,
and he will keep it, just as he would with
the Senator from Arkansas., If a quo-
rum is called, it will be a live quorum.

Mr. KEUCHEL. If a quorum is not
available, in the event the absense of a
quorum is really suggested, to what day
would the Senate go over?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Until the following day.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That would suit
me better than Monday. I do not un-
derstand these prior commitments. The
circumstances have changed, I submit to
the leadership. There is no refiection
on the leadership. The leadership did
not know when the House would act.

I can only ask, as the Senator from
New York [Mr. Kearincg] has said so
clearly, what in the world is the neces-
sity of returning for a pro forma session
on Friday and a vote on Monday when
the issue has been fought out in the
Senate over the course of weeks? There
is not the slightest chance of any doubt
about what the position of the Senate
is on the bill and on the particular issue
that has caused the delay. Now that
the House has agreed to the conference
report, we are advised that there is a
commitment. What is the purpose of
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the commitment to have a pro forma
session today and not vote until Mon-
day? It makes no sense to me.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does the Senator
from Arkansas press the suggestion of
the absence of a quorum?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would like to
withdraw it. If the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KucreL] will not object to
my unanimous-consent request, I will
not suggest the absence of a quorum.

Is the Senator from California agree-
able to withdrawing his objection to my
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. KUCHEL. I do not think the
Senator from Arkansas or any other Sen-
ator wants the U.S. Senate to meet on
Christmas Day.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I want to dispose
of the matter now. It seems to me that
every Senator would like to dispose of
it now. Personally, I think we are quite
capable of doing so. I do not under-
stand how it would scuttle the agreement
to go over until Monday, when Senators
did not know of the circumstances that
have arisen this morning.

I, myself, was surprised by what took
place.

Mr. KUCHEL. I wonder whether
the Senator from Wisconsin would sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, so that
we might have a short quorum call, in
order that in that period I may speak
with him informally.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. It is with com-
mendable restraint that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Younc] has refrained
from speaking; and there has been a
partial restraint also shown by the Sen-
ators who have spoken and the Senator
who is now speaking—10 Senators, plus
the Acting President pro tempore [Mr.
MeTcaLF] have been heard. Perhaps
Senator Younc will make it unanimous.

But I wish to say seriously that the
approximately 2% million civilian em-
ployees of the Federal Government are
working today, either in Washington,
D.C., orin the various States; and, there-
fore, following the affirmative action in
the House earlier today, it seems incon-
gruous that the Senate cannot affirm its
will at this time of our Christmas eve
meeting. I do realize the validity of the
agreement not to finally vote on the for-
eign aid legislation at this hour.

I have written Christmas greetings to
all Senators; and again I wish in the
spirit of harmony and comity each of my
colleagues present in the Chamber a
merry Christmas and a happy New Year.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, does
the Senator from Arkansas press his
point?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wonder whether
it would be possible to take a recess for
10 or 20 minutes, so that we can consider
this matter.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is there objection?

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. McGEE. Lest there be some pro-
tracted delay during the recess, I hope
all 10 Senators now present will have
their attendance recorded, so that the
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Recorp will show that they were pres-
ent at this session—Ilest there be surprise
that some Senators attended.

The recess taken the other day—a re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair—
lasted a considerable length of time;
therefore, I hope the Recorp will show
the presence of each of the Senators now
in the Chamber at this time, the day be-
fore Christmas. Perhaps the clerk will
take notice of the Senators who are now
present and have come to the Senate to-
day in the interest of doing the work at
hand.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
today’s issue of the New York Times is a
very fine editorial—and a similar one was
published today in the Washington
Post—urging that the Senate act today
on the conference report on the foreign
aid bill. I ask unanimous consent that
the New York Times editorial, which is
entitled “Shackle on Foreign Aid,” be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SHACKLE ON FOREIGN AID

The sorriest episode in a dismal year on
Capitol Hill is the partisan controversy over
financing the projected Soviet wheat deal
that is holding up adjournment in the House.
Even if President Johnson emerges with the
permissive power he wants—and should
have—for Government underwriting of credit
for the so-called private commercial trans-
actions with Communist countries, the
squabble is bound to damage international
respect for the American decisionmaking
process in world affairs.

The House already has contributed sub-
stantially to undermining national prestige
by its meat ax treatment of all aspects of
foreign aid. But the current excursion into
congressional obstructionism has nothing to
do with the merits of foreign ald. Its repre-
sents an effort mainly by the Republicans,
under Minority Leader HaLLEck's direction,
to deny the President the discretion he needs
to explore another possible bridge to im-
proved East-West relatlons. The worst
aspect of this assault on Executive flexibility
in administering American foreign policy is
its focus on what is essentially a side issue.
It is ridiculous to paralyze the legislative
process over a question that so clearly should
be answered in the affirmative: Whether
short-term credits should be made available
to finance the sale of grain to Russia and
other Communist nations when the President
finds it in the national interest.

Conferees representing the Senate and
House already have undone some of the
restrictions the House had sought to impose
on the President’s freedom to guide U.S.
policy on Government loans and other forms
of ald to certain countries, including Poland
and Yugoslavia. In this period, when both
our allies and our adversaries abroad are
seeking to evaluate the effects of our foreign
policy of the change in White House leader-
ship, putting new curbs on the exercise of
Presidential authority could inflict lasting
harm to our position in a world of fast-
changing power balances.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Wisconsin yield?
Mr. PROXMIRE. I1yield.

RESOLUTION OF FEDERAL BAR AS-
SOCIATION MEMORIALIZING THE
LATE PRESIDENT KENNEDY

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President, I
have been asked by the District of Co-
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lumbia chapter of the Federal Bar Asso-
ciation to insert in the REcorp a resolu-
tion that was passed on December 4,
1963, by the board of directors of that
chapter memorializing the late President
Eennedy.

It is most fitting that a bar association
of Government attorneys pass such a
resolution because among his many other
great qualities the late President Ken-
nedy stood for thorough and ethical
legal procedures within the forces of the
Government, and he stood for the rule
of law rather than the rule of individuals.
His assassination was an unspeakable
crime against the Nation. His passing
is justly mourned by the legal profession.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
resolution printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Mr. President, since it has been stated
that I have been sitting here in silence,
perhaps the Chair will aid me in ob-
taining unanimous consent to have this
resolution printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

JoHN FITZGERALD EKENNEDY:
FREEDOM”™

Resolved, The District of Columbia chap-
ter of the Federal Bar Assoclation on behalf
of its members join the Nation and the
world in expre:ssing sympathy in the tragic
loss of the President of the United States,
John Fitzgerald Eennedy.

Being a man of great intellect, he has
ralsed the sights of our people in innumer-
able ways. In his inaugural address he re-
newed our pledge to enlarge the area in
which the writ of the United Nations must
run for the freedom of man and, through
his distinctive vision, gave strong recogni-
tion that man is about to embark into a
new world of law where the strong are just,
the weak secure and the peace preserved.

Our Nation and the universe will move on,
being a better place because of John Fitz-
gerald Eennedy. The legal profession is
now more cognizant of its heritage and will
earnestly seek to accomplish his most noble
desire—a world of peace and freedom under
law. To this end, we shall urge that the
International Court of Justice be glven
greater jurisdiction over the disputes
among nations and among men as well as
greater power to enforce more meaning-
fully its writs and judgments.

Subscribed this 4th day of December 1963,
at Washington, D.C.

CyRIL F. BRICKFIELD,
President.

“A WRIT FOR

A BILLION DOLLARS OF TAXPAYERS'’
MONEY DOWN DRAIN, ECONOMIC
EXPERT SHOWS

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, Prof.
Robert Haveman of Grinnell College in
Iowa has written a devastating analysis
of Federal waste in our huge water re-
source projects.

Professor Haveman uses evaluation
techniques developed by some of the most
brilliant economists in the Nation to
show that an immense amount of these
appropriations represent a wasteful mis-
allocation of national resources.

Professor Haveman has selected 10
States which enjoyed some 147 projects
between 1947 and 1962 involving some
$2,644 million. He found that applying
the evaluation techniques of highly com-
petent economists that 63 of these 147
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projects representing $1,1690 million of

Federal funds or 44.2 percent of the total

should never have been undertaken. He

charges that these projects have led to

a misallocation of national resources and

economic waste.

Think of that, Mr. President, a shock-
ing 45 percent of the billions of dollars
we spend on these projects, spent waste-
fully on the basis of competent, objective,
scholarly study. Those who scoff at
charges of pork barrel and waste in the
Congress should consider this Haveman
study very carefully.

Professor Haveman’s estimate is con-
servative. It assumes that the addi-
tional land brought into the production
of surplus farm crops by these projects
represents the full value to the Nation
of the price the taxpayer has to pay to
take these crops off the market so that
they will not depress farm income even
further.

If Professor Haveman had valued this
crop production as worthless, which it
certainly is, the overwhelming majority
of these projects would have to be classi-
fied as wasted.

Mr. President, I do hope those who
champion these huge expenditures—and
this constitutes a big majority of this
body will try to answer the telling in-
dictment by Professor Haveman.

I have had pending for many months
in the Interior committee a bill to pro-
vide for a revision of the present benefit-
cost ratio that has been used by Congress
to justify this gross misallocation of our
resources.

I have written the committee pleading
for action of this bill. The taxpayers
of this Nation deserve it. Until we get
action, the taxpayer can be sure that
literally billions of dollars of his hard
earned tax money will be squandered on
these unjustifiable, wasteful, pork-bar-
rel projects.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle by Professor Haveman be printed in
the Recorb at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE PosTwAr CORPS OF ENGINEERS PROGRAM
1IN 10 SOUTHERN STATES—AN EVALUATION OF
EcoNoMICc EFFICIENCY

(By Robert Haveman)

In recent years, the existing investment
criterion used by the Federal Government
has undergone substantial scrutiny in the
work of professlonai economists.! These
studies had as their goal the development of
an objective efficiency criterion to be used
by those Federal agencles concerned with
the evaluation of proposed investment op-
portunities? Consequently, the proposed

1 Primarily Otto Eckstein,
sources Development: The Economics of
Project Evaluation” (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1958), Roland McEean,
“Efficlency in Government Through Systems
Analysis, With Emphasis on Water Resources
Development" (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., 1858) and John V. EKrutilla and
Otto Eckstein, “Multiple Purpose River De-
velopment, Studies in Applied Economics”
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1858) to
mention only the main contributors.

2Because the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation were
the primary agencles concerned with such

“Water Re-
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criteria built upon, modified and, in one
case, abandoned completely the embryonic
form of the existing criterion. Because of
the indisputable superiority of the proposed
criteria, this study will apply them to the
postwar Corps of Engineers water resource
projects in 10 Southern States in an attempt
to estimate the misallocation of Federal
funds and national resources in this area
caused by the application of the existing
agency criterion. The analysis will be pre-
sented in the five following stages: (1) A dis-
cussion of the primary deficiencies present
in the existing criterlon, (2) a brief analysis
of the proposals suggested in the studies
cited, (3) a discussion of the methods and
assumptions necessary in applying these pro-
posals to the projects, (4) the presentation
of the evidence concerning the effect of the
application of the proposed criteria on the
projects and finally, (6) an estimation of the
misallocation of national resources result-
ing from the construction of economically
unjustified projects as determined by the
proposed criteria,

DEFICIENCIES IN PRESENT BENEFIT-COST
ANALYSIS

Criticism concerning the efficacy of the
present benefit-cost ratio technique has
arisen primarily on three fronts. The most
serious criticism questions the very concept
of the benefit-cost ratio while the other two
raise doubts concerning the variables used in
the evaluation of future benefit and cost
streams; namely, the rate of interest present-
1y used to discount future streams of benefits
and costs and the present treatment of risk
and uncertainty.

THE BENEFIT-COST RATIO

As it is presently applied by the Corps
of Englneers, the benefit-cost ratio takes the
following form:
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in which B is the expected annual benefit
from the project, 1 is the rate of interest used
to discount the future streams of benefits
and costs, it is the estimated life of the proj-
ect, K is the fixed investment cost, and O
is the estimated annual operation, mainte-
nance, and repair cost. If, for any given
project the ratio is greater than 1, the proj-
ect becomes eligible for appropriations. In
the law, no mention is made of the possible
existence of a budget which is unable to
cover all projects bearing a ratio greater
than 1,

This form of investment criterion has
undergone its most trying criticism at the
hands of Roland McEKean.® The source of
error in this criterion, he feels, stems from
an erroneous definition of the relevant
budget constraint. By the very form of the
ratlo, 1t is assumed that the relevant budget,
i.e., the rationed commeodity, is the “total
expenditure of money,” a concept that in-
cludes not only present expenditure but also
the future expenditure devoted by a decision
made in the present. This constraint, Mc-
Kean states, centers its attention upon the

evaluation, these studies centered about
water resources investment decisions. Evalu-
ation in these agencies was and is effected
through a criterion called the benefit-cost
ratio, which, if the ratio is greater than 1 for
a given project, certifies that project to be
eligible for authorization by the Congress.
See Subcommittee on Evaluation Standards,
“Proposed Practices for Economic Analysis
of River Basin Projects,” Report to the In-
ter-Agency Committee on Water Resources,
1058, and Bureau of the Budget, Circular
A-47, Executive Office of the President,
Washington, D.C., 18568.

# McKean, op. cit., pp. 74-96 and 103-134.

December 2}

wrong budget and consequently a criterlon
is developed which, when applied so as to
maximize the return on the rationed com-
modity, leads to the choice of a “wrong" set
of projects—a set of projects different from
those which would be chosen under a cri-
terion which isolated the proper rationed
element and adapted the budget constraint
to 1t. In his own words, his criticism takes
this form:

“Should we turn to a total-cost budget
embracing operating expenses for future pe-
riods? No, the problem, for either a Gov-
ernment agency or a businessman, is not
really the allocation of such a budget.” *

A somewhat different tack, but one which
also strikes directly at the efficacy of the ex-
isting criterion, has been presented more re-
cently by Stephen Marglin® His criticism is
based on the proposition that national wel-
fare is a function not of one but of several
variables. Because the populace is interested
not only in the absolute size of the national
income but also with its division and compo-
sition, he feels that a criterion which em-
bodies only this concept of absolute size
(even though it may be the most important
of the community’'s desires) will lead to a
choice of projects which again is not opti-
mum from the standpoint of natlonal wel-
fare. Consequently, rather than making use
of a criterion with but a single objective
(such as the maximization of national in-
come) Marglin suggests a criterion which
embodies dual or multiple objectives.

THE DISCONTINUING OF FUTURE STREAMS:
THE INTEREST RATE PROBLEM

A second broad area of criticism leveled
against the present benefit-cost technique
concerns the rate of interest used in dis-
counting future streams of benefits and
costs. Current Corps of Engineers manuals
stipulate that *“average long-term interest
rates that will prevail over the life of a
project are considered the proper basis for
discounting future benefits and costs.”?
This rate, identified as the long-term Gov-
ernment bond rate, is also suggested by “the
Green Book,”? the Bureau of the Budget,®
and the 19556 Presidential Advisory Commit-
tee on Water Resources Policy.! Since 1946,
this rate has fluctuated between 2.5 and 3
percent and present evaluations are made
using a rate of 25; percent.

Rationalization of this rate is made on
two grounds. First, because the Federal
Government can raise money at the present
rate it 1s claimed that this rate depicts the
social cost of capital. Second, it is stated
that this rate approximates “the risk-free
return expected to be realized on capital
invested in alternative uses.”® Both of
these arguments have been demonstrated
as fallacious by the word of Eckstein. Rely-
ing on the oft-stated truth concerning the

41Ibid., p. 114.

5 Stephen A. Marglin, “Objectives of
Water-Resource Development: A General
Statement,” “Design of Water Resource Sys-
tems,” Arthur Maass, Maynard Hufschmidt
et al. (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1962), pp. 18 fl. and Bureau of the
Budget, “Standards and Criteria for Formu-
lating and Evaluating Federal Water Re-
sources Development, Report of Panel of
Consultants to the Bureau of the Budget,
Washington, 1961, pp. 68-70.

¢U.S., Army, Corps of Engineers, “Survey
Investigations and Reports,” Em 1120-2-
118.

7 Subcommittee on Evaluation Standards,
op. cit., p. 23.

5 Bureau of the Budget, Circular A-47, p.
14.

9The President's Advisory Committee on
Water Resources Policy, “Water Resources
Policy, 1955," p. 27T.

10 subcommittee on Evaluation Standards,
op. cit., p. 24.
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difference between lenders' and borrowers’
rizk, he points out the necessary divergence
of the rate on long-term Government issues
from the social cost of capital® In a sep-
arate statistical study, he demonstrates that
this bond rate falls far short of the oppor-
tunity cost of capital as determined by its
value in an alternative use.’*

Attacks on present Federal interest rate
policy have been leveled on two other
grounds. Rather than objecting solely to
the numerical value of the rate of interest
these criticisms are based upon the comvic-
tion that the conceptual meaning attached
to the rate of interest by the Federal Gov-
ernment is incorrect. According to McEean,
the proper rate of interest should not neces-
sarily portray the social cost of capital as
the Government claims, but rather that rate
of interest should be chosen which will as-
sure “* * * the maximum yield over the
planning period, i.e., maximum growth of
asset values through the period.” @ Yet an-
other view of the proper purpose of the
interest rate is presented by Ecksteln and
Bain. Rather than a rate reflecting elther
the soclal cost of capital or the rate sug-
gested by McEean, they propose the use of
an interest rate which ** * * reflects the
relative evaluation by the populace of cur-
rent or earlier income forgone and future
or later income gained.” »

THE TREATMENT OF RISK AND UNCERTAINTY

Finally, criticism has been leveled at the
present corps treatment of existing risk and
uncertainty components in future streams
of costs and benefits. Critics point out that
the procedure possesses no rigorous or con-
slstent treatment of either risk or uncer-
tainty but rather applies a variety of tech-
nigues such as “conservative estimates of
benefits,"” contingency allowances in the es-
timation of investment costs and arbitrary
limits on the period of analysis, none of
which are specifically capable of isolation
and evaluation by the decision-maker.® Be-
cause of the built-in tendency toward the
overestimation of future benefits,”® the well-
recognized underestimation of construction

1 Eckstein, op. cit., p. 94.

2 Krutilla and Eckstein, op. clt., pp. T8-
127.

13 McEean, op. cit,, p. 84. This concluslon
is based upon the assumption, considered by
McEKean to be appropriate in this context,
that net recelpts are completely reinvested
rather than consumed.

‘"Joe 5. Baln, “Criteria for Undertaking
Water-Resource Developments,” American
Economic Review, L (May 1960), pp. 315-316.
See also Ecksteln, op. cit., pp. 989-101. In a
report by a Panel of Consultants to the
Bureau of the Budget, a synthesis of the
“opportunity cost” of capital and the Interest
rate concept suggested by Baln and Eckstein
is proposed. Their analysis is based on the
nec assumption- that "the benefit
streams of all Federal water resource projects
are constant over a uniform life.” See Bureau
of the Budget, “Standards and Criteria for
Formulating and Evaluating Federal Water
Resources Development,” pp. 11-16.

15 Ecksteln, op. cit., pp. 81-91 and pp. 149—
160.

¥ One of the most significant sources of
blas In the estimation of the expected benefit
stream enters because of the excessive inclu-
sion of secondary or indirect benefits. Ex-
amples of such benefits include reduction of
losses of wage payments because of the con-
tro! of flooding and the increase of property
values because of the increased activity
caused by navigation improvements. Bilas is
also introduced by the use of rall rates in-
stead of out-of-pocket rail costs in the esti-
mation of navigation benefits. Elucidation
of these and description of many more, less
slgnificant but also important defects in the
measurement procedure can be found in the
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costs in spite of the contingency allowances,”
and the general lack of a well-defined ap-
proach toward the blem, it appears likely
that any real adjustment for risk and un-
certainty is nonexistent or negligible.
PROPOSALS FOR REVISION OF EVALUATION
PROCEDURES

Concurrent with the above-mentioned crit-
icisms came a spate of proposals intended
to correct the inadequacles of the present
approach. These proposals ranged over the
entire fleld, modifying the form of the cri-
teria, the interest rate used In evaluating
future streams, and the treatment of risk
and uncertainty.

THE CONCEPT OF THE APPROPRIATE CRITERION

Within the span of a single year, two pro-
posals appeared concerning the nature of an
appropriate criterion.”® Both the McEKean
and Eckstein proposals are based on the ex-
isting body of welfare economics, both deal
with a situation in which a limited budget
serves as a constraint and both agree that
the goal in selecting water resource projects
is the maximization of national present
value. It is concerning the definition of the
constraint and the meaning of “maximum
national present value” that the two pro-
posals diverge.

By assuming that the future national wa-
ter resources budget available for construc-
tlon of projects is Invariant with regard to
the volume of necessary operating expenses
arising from already constructed projects,
McEKean views the relevant constraint to be
only the capital budget.® Moreover, he in-
terprets the concept “maximum national
present value” to mean the maximum growth
of asset values throughout the period.®

following sources: Eckstein, op. cit., pp. 110-
258, Otto Eckstein, “Evaluation of Federal
Expenditures for Water Resource Projects,”
in United States, Congress, Joint Economic
Committee, “Federal Expenditure Policy for
Economic Growth and Stability,” Washing-
ton, Movember 5, 1967, pp. 657-667, Task
Force on Water Resources and Power, Com-
mission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government, “Report on
Water Resources and Power"” (Washington:
1955) wvol. 1, pp. 126-145, vol. 2, pp. 294-209,
Pp. 789-821, pp. 935-953, vol. 3, pp. 1275-1299,
pp- 18317-1395.

7 Vivid evidence is available concerning
the deviation of actual construction cost
from the estimated construction cost at the
time the decision was made to construct the
project, i.e, from the time that it was In-
cluded as a “new start.” See United States,
Congress, Committee on Public Works, “Re-
port of the Subcommittee To Study Civil
Works, Part 1, the Civil Functions Program
of the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army,"” House
Committee Print No. 21, 82d Cong., 2d
sess. In recent years, this deviation has been
substantially reduced, but even today average
actual construction cost exceeds the average
estimated constructlon cost including the
contingency allowance,

18 Ecksteln, op. cit., and McEKean, op. cit.

Tt should be noted here that McEKean's
argument for such a constraint is based
on the judgment that both marketable (e.g.,
frrigation and power) and nonmarketable
(e.g., flood control) project benefits are, in
some sense, current receipts available for
reinvestment by the Government. (Ibid.,
p. 116.) This judgment has been open to
severe criticism. See Julius Margolis, “The
Economic Evaluation of Federal Water Re-
source Development,” American Economic
Review, XLIX (March 1959), p. 105, and
John V. Krutilla, “Some Recent Develop-
ments In River Basin Planning and Evalua-
tion,"” Journal of Farm Economics, XL (De-
cember 1958), p. 1676.

* This judgment is likewise doubtful. Is
it true that the maximum growth of a water
resource program 1is the desired goal of such
a program?
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With this definition of the proper goal of
water resource development and the relevant
constraint under which such a program must
operate, McEean argues that the necessary
criterion is one which will choose that set
of projects which will maximize “present
worth for a given investment budget, when
the streams are discounted by the marginal
internal rate of return.,”* By ranking the
projects by their internal rate of return and
choosing those which just exhaust the budg-
et, the correct set will be approximated.=

The approach taken by Eckstein is sub-
stantially different. Rather than postulat-
ing only capital expenditure to be the ra-
tioned element, Eckstein views the entire
expenditure of money, a concept embrac-
ing both capital expenditure and necessary
operation, maintenance, and repair costs to
be the most reasonable budget constraint.=
Consequently, the return which he wishes
to maximize is the present value of the fu-
ture income stream which can be created by
the expenditure of this bundle of *“cost.”
The criterlon proposed, therefore, closely
follows the format of the traditional benefit-
cost ratio as applied by the Corps of Engl-
neers.

THE APPROPRIATE EVALUATION OF TIME

With this emphasis on the development of
a proper criterion for project choice, came
a simultaneous set of proposals concerning
the proper conceptual and empirical evalu-
ation of the time factor In future streams
of benefits and costs. Essentially, defense
of each of these was based upon a particu-
lar view of the goal of the program, the
cholce of a budget constraint and, conse-
quently, the nature of the criterion into
which the rate was to be incorporated. The
main alternative proposals are: (1) The
marginal internal rate of return; (2) the
social (or opportunity) cost of capital; and
(3) the social rate of time preference.

The first of these concepts has been closely
assoclated with the work of McKean. Ac-
cepting his assumption concerning the need
to maximize the growth of asset wvalues
throughout the period, the Internal rate of
return of the marginal project Included in
the limited budget 1s the rate which must
be applied® Because the rate is iteelf a
funection of the size of the budget, an em-
pirical estimation of it becomes impossible.
Likewise, this rate may be greater than,
equal to, or (in the case of a very large
budget) less than the social (or opportunity)
cost of capital and the social rate of time
preference.

The soclal cost of capital is, likewise, a
logical candidate for the role. Although not
assoclated with any one name, tLe concept
has been widely recommended and many
empirical studies have been concerned with
its estimation.®™ The argument in support of

A McKean, op. cit., p. 117.

=This is true, he points out, if the proj-
ects to be ranked are neither inter-related
nor interdependent. If they are so related
this device can lead to gross errors unless
many extensive and complicated side calcu-
lations are performed to choose, for example,
the proper one of two mutually exclusive
projects.

= Eckstein, op. cit., pp. 61-65.

* Implicit in this statement 1s the assump-
tion that the budget limitatlon is constant
and that each year a slmilar set of projects
exlsts, each of which are supramarginal.

= Krutilla and Ecksteln, op. cit., pp. 78-
130. The opportunity cost of Federal invest-
ment was estimated by Eckstein for the year
1855 to be in the range of 5 or 6 percent.
Harberger, following a somewhat different
tack, suggests the use of a rate of Interest
in this same range. *“It therefore seems
reasonable to expect that Federal Invest-
ments * * * should pay off at least 6 percent,
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this rate can be briefly stated as follows: be-
cause the budget to be committed to water
resource development is raised through the
taxation of private citizens, any particular
public project is constructed and maintained
at the expense of its private alternative and,
consequently, national income can only be
maximized if funds committed to public
projects earn at least as high a return as
their value in the private sector.® By trac-
ing the budget provision back to its source
in the private sector, this social or oppor-
tunity cost of capital can be determined.
The final concept which has been proposed
is the above-mentioned social rate of time
preference.™ . It is argued that, because the
program under consideration will provide its
benefits to future generations, it 1s not at
all certain that the cost of capital to the
present generation is the correct evaluation.
If we (as a nation) “* * * prefer rejection
of present intertemporal preferences in favor
of a redistribution of income toward future
generations,” a rate of interest should be
chosen which will encourage the develop-
ment of projects with a long life and will
maintain the “long-term perspective" of the
Federal program. Consequently, that rate of
interest, which a majority of the populace
would choose as a guide to long term in-
vestment projects whose income streams will
go to large masses of population at a later
date, 1s the appropriate one in this context.®

RISK AND UNCERTAINTY. A PROPER ALLOWANCE

As with proposals concerning the criterion
and the interest rate, the diversity of the
various approaches to the treatment of risk
and uncertainty is great. Broadly speaking,
one can distinguish some five different ap-
proaches. These are (1) a limit on the pe-
riod of analysis suggested by the Green

which, as we have seen, appears to be some-
what below the average return on invest-
ments in the private sector of the economy.”
See Arnold C. Harberger, “The Interest Rate
in Cost-Benefit Analysis,” in U.S. Congress,
Joint Economlics Committee, op. cit., pp.
239-241. Miller, using the same technique as
Eckstein, estimated the social cost of capi-
tal to be between 4 and 4.6 percent, some-
what lower than either Harberger’s or Eck-
stein’s suggestion. See Willlam L. Miller,
“The Magnitude of the Discount Rate for
Government Projects,” Southern Economic
Review (April 1962), pp. 348-356.

% Jt should be noted that, if this concept
is incorporated into the benefit-cost ratio
criterion, the rate of return on all of the
projects with a benefit-cost ratio greater than
1 will be larger than the measure of the
social cost of capital which is used. More-
over, if the budget is sufficiently restricted,
the “social marginal productivity” of water
resource investment will be greater than the
social cost of capital.

= This rate is suggested by both Eckstein
and Bain. Eckstein, op. cit., pp. 99-104, and
Bain, op. cit., pp. 316-3186.

* Again in this case, as with the marginal
internal rate of return, an empirical eval-
uation becomes impossible, Eckstein, rather
arbitrarily, estimates that this rate is ap-
proximately 2.5 percent and recommends the
evaluation of projects through a benefit-cost
ratio making use of this rate. In order to
assure that the entire Federal program earns
a rate of return which is equal to the oppor-
tunity cost of the funds committed, he rec-
ommends the use of a cutoff benefit-cost
ratio which will assure such a rate of re-
turn., Bain, also realizing the impossibility
of empirical evaluation, suggests a rellance
“on the social cost of governmental funds
a8 a conservative approximation.” Ibid., p.
3186.)
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Books ® and Circular A-47* and disposed
by Eckstein,” (2) the inclusion of direct and
specific safety allowances proposed by the
Green Books and concurred in by Eckstein
(in the case of risks which are not a func-
tion of time), (3) the inclusion of a risk
premium in the interest rate recommended
by Eckstein (to allow for uncertainties re-
lated to time),*® (4) a general case-by-case
evaluation involving a description of con-
tingencies, a schedule showing a possible
range of outcomes and an analysis of the
public attitude toward the disutility (util-
ity) of uncertainty bearing as recommended
by McEKean ® and the Panel of Consultants
to the Bureau of the Budget® and (5) an
approach which makes allowance for the
fundamental differences in the nature of
expectations concerning costs and benefits
through a dual rate of interest.™
METHOD AND ASSUMPTIONS
The method

At its most basic level, the study involves
the application of the proposed criteria cited
above to the data of the projects already con-
structed or under construction in 10 South-
ern States since 1946 All of the data are
based upon substantial economic base stud-
ies as outlined in the corps manual ¥ and
was obtalned from the 11 district offices of
the U.B. Army Corps of Engineers which are
concerned with project evaluation in these
States. Through these studies, estimates of
future annual flows of benefits and of opera-
tion, maintenance, and repair costs as well
as estimates of total investment cost were
secured for each project considered for con-
struction. It is this raw material which was
obtained from the corps for each project in-
volved * and to which the proposed efficiency
criteria are applied in appraising the corps
program.

Taking then these corps estimates of an-
nual benefits, annual costs and total in-
vestment cost, the following tests were run.

A. The Eckstein test, in which a 2.6-percent
interest rate is accepted as an estimate of the
social rate of time preference and is applied
in the evaluation of future streams, a 50-
year length of project life is assumed ac-
curate and a cutoff benefit-cost ratio of 1.4
is used to insure that the entire corps pro-
gram would earn a return at least equal to
the opportunity cost of the funds invested

® Subcommittee on Evaluation Standards,
op. cit., pp. 22-25,

o Bureau of the Budget, Circular A-47,
p. 18.

1 Eckstein, op. cit., pp. 81-86.

= Ibid., pp. 86-90.

% McKean, op. cit., pp. 58-103.

# Bureau of the Budget, “Standards and
Criteria for Formulating and Evaluating
g‘z_d:{al Water Resources Development,” pp.

% This approach is discussed in the ap-
pendix,

= Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgla,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Car-
olina, South Carolina, and Tennessee.

¥ U.8. Army, Corps of Engineers, Survey In-
vestigations and Reports, EM 1120-2-101,

% For some of the projects, precise infor-
mation was not available for two primary
reasons: (1) the records of the Charleston,
8.C., office were destroyed by fire and (2)
information on older projects was unavail-
able from one or two of the district offices
because of a more rigid adherence to the pol-
icy concerning the destroying of old records.
In nearly all of these cases, however, accept-
able data was secured from the project docu-
ment or House or Senate hearings on author-
ization or appropriation.
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(estimated by Eckstein to be about the 6-
percent level) @

B. The traditional benefit-cost ratio cri-
terion with an interest rate of 4.5 peroent
as suggested by Miller and the panel of con-
sultants to the Bureau of the Budget and an
estimated length of economic life of 50
years.w

C. The test suggested in the work by Eck-
stein and Krutilla which proposes the use
of the traditional benefit-cost formulation
with an estimated economic length of proj-
ect life of 100 years and a rate of interest
equal to the social cost of the capital com-
mitted. The rate they suggest, and which is
used in this study, is 5.5 percent.¢

D. The test which makes a specific al-
lowance for risk and uncertainty as suggested
in the appendix. Working from a base in-
terest rate of 45 percent taken to be the
social cost of capital, a premium of 1 percent
was added to the rate in the discounting of
future benefits and a premium of 0.5 percent
was subtracted from the base in the discount-
ing of future costs.*

E. The rate of return on investment as
suggested by McKean. @

The assumptions

In attempting to set forth the necessary
assumptions involved in such a reevaluation,
the minimum number essential to a precise
analysis is very elusive. Nevertheless, while
recognizing the risk involved in concealing
certain necessary factors, only those assump-

® Where B represents the estimated annual
stream of benefits, O the estimated annual
stream of operation, maintenance and repair
costs and K the investment costs the tradi-
tional form of the benefit-cost ratio ex-
pressed earlier can be redefined as

B
Z=CTanK

in which ait is the annual capital charge of
both interest and amortization per dollar of
investment cost. Given the rate of interest
(i) and the length of project life (t), the
numerical value of ait can be secured from
a table “Annuity whose present value 1s 1.”
The numerical value of ait used in the Eck-
stein test is .0325806.

4 The numerical value for ait in this case
is 0.05060215.

41 The numerical value for ait in this case is
05526132,

‘2 Because of the use of the dual rate of
interest, the simpler formulation as pre-
sented in note 39 cannot be applied. In this
case, the traditional form of the ratio must
be used in which B, O, and K are defined as
above but where 1 is the rate of interest used
to evaluate the stream of costs and i’ is the
rate used to evaluate the stream of benefits

B
G’
Xpy

(1+1i)

Given i and i’ and the length of project
life, the factors by which B and O must be
multiplied to yleld their present value can
be secured from a table, “Present value of
an Annuity.” The value of the B factor is
16931618 and the value of the O factor is
21.4821864. It should be noted that, in all
of these tests, the interest rate(s) is assumed
constant for the entire 17-year period. In
defense of this assumption see Ecksteln and
Krutilla, op. cit. pp. 119-120.

4 The formulation for this test is

alt=——

Taking t to be 60 years, the value of the
rate of return can be determined from a
table “Annuity Whose Present Value Is 1.”

Z=
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tions essential to the results of the study will
be explicitly mentioned. These assumptions,
it appears, fall into two categories: (1) those
covering the project data secured from the
corps and used in the evaluation and (2) as-
sumptions concerning the form and content
of each of the criteria which will be applied.

Assumptions concerning project data

Use of the project data obtained from the
Corps necessitates several assumptions.
First of all, because of the inability of eco-
nomic science to measure the worth of cer-
tain phenomena, these “intangibles” are not
included in the estimates of annual benefits
or costs. Lives saved through flood control,
the “costs” of increasing the size of the Fed-
eral Government and contributions of a
project to the national defense effort are
examples of such indirect benefits (costs)
which cannot be measured in dollar terms,
It ls, therefore, assumed that these “in-
tangibles” are non-existent, Second, it is
assumed that the configuration of benefits
and operating costs through time is as
posited by the corps; l.e., that the stream of
values is constant and continuous and stops
abruptly at the end of the estimated project
life. Also, it is assumed that the projects
are mutually exclusive and independent; i.e.,
that side calculations have already been made
to determine the best combination of projects
to be included in an entire river basin pro-
gram.“ Finally, it is assumed that the corps
estimates of benefits and costs are accurate;
that there is nelther over- nor under-estima-
tion of the values involved.®

Assumptions necessary in applying the
proposed criteria

Because a varied set of criteria is to be ap-
plied to the same project data, the assump-
tions necessary for the analysis vary with the
application of each particular criterion. For
example, in applying the Eckstein criterion,
it must be assumed that the budget con-
straint accepted by Eckstein (total Federal
cost) is, In fact, the correct one, that his
estimate of the soclal rate of time preference
(2.5 percent) is correct, that the goal of his
criteria (maximization of national income)
is an acceptable one and, finally, that his
statement concerning the social cost of capl-
tal (6 percent) is an accurate estimate.
Suffice it to say that for each criterion the
goal chosen is assumed to be the correct one
and the variables contained in the criterion
are assumed to be accurate estimates of
reality.

The results of the study

During the 17-year period from 1948 to
1962, 163 projects in the 10-State area re-
celved Federal appropriation# Of these
163 projects, 35 were still under construction
at the close of fiscal year 1962. The total
amount of Federal funds committed to these
projects amounts to approximately $2,687,-
942,000 For 9 of the 163 projects, no bene-
fit-cost computations were performed by the
Corps of Engineers as project justification
was based on noneconomic grounds. The
committed Federal funds accounted for by
these nine projects is $9,339,000. On seven

“ When a project is started which is but an
integral part of an entire river basin program,
the data for the entire program at the time
the project is started is used to evaluate the
project rather than the data of the project
slone.

4 The doubtful quality of this assumption
is well known and recognized. See Eckstein,
op. cit. chapter 5-8. To simply assume that
these estimates are accurate, covers up a host
of 1 ¥ p 18 de in calculating
the estimated values; assumptions concern-
ing price projections, population growth, fu-
ture land use and value, future river tonnage
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additional projects, benefit-cost records were
neither available from the corps offices nor
could they be secured from the documents
or hearings. The Federal funds committed
by these projects totals $34,602,000. On the
remaining 147 projects, the benefit-cost data
was secured and it is this data to which the
strict efficiency criteria described and dis-
cussed above have been applied. The Federal
funds committed by this group of projects
totals $2,644,001,000 or 984 percent of the
total. The results of the application of these
criteria are summarized, together with the
original corps evaluation, in tables 1
through 6.

Table 1 presents the benefit-cost ratlos
which faced the Congress at the time that
the initial appropriation was made on each
of the projects, that is, at the time that each
project was a new start. It should be noted
that even under the corps own concept of
efficiency, three projects were constructed in
which the national outlay exceeded the ex-
pected return. Also, it is significant that by
far the largest concentration of projects,
both in absolute number and in Federal
funds committed, is located at the very bot-
tom end of the distribution—the range
which, even under the most liberal interpre-
tation, is marginal. The welghted average
benefit-cost ratio of the projects as eval-
uated by the corps is 1.67.¢

TasLe 1.—Distribution of 147 water resource
projects constructed in 10 Southern States
from 1946 to 1962 by benefit-cost ratio
presented by the Corps of Engineers to the
Congress at the iime of initial appropria-
tion 1
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Table 2 presents the results necessary for
the application of the criterla suggested by
Eckstein (approach A). In applying this
test, a low rate of interest (2.5 percent) was
used to evaluate future streams of benefits
and costs., In order to assure an adequate
rate of return of 6 percent, Eckstein posits
a cutofl benefit-cost ratio of 14. From the
table then, it can be seen that 57 of the 147
projects representing about 43 percent of
total funds committed, fail to satisfy the
standard posited by Eckstein.

TaBLE 2 —Distribution of 147 water resource
projects constructed in 10 Southern States
from 1946 to 1962 Dy benefit-cost ratio
when future sireams are evaluated by a
2.5-percent rate of interest?t

ercent

Federal | of total
Benefit-cost ratio Number funds |Federal

of projects| committed | funds

mitted

Thousands

0.00100.79 - - oot ) IR L
0.80 to 0.99_. 1 §04, 3.568
1.00 to 1.19. 25 477,694 18,07
1.20 to 1.89. .. a1 508, 757 21,51
1.40 to 1.50__ 22 187, 082 7.07
1.60 to 1.79__ 21 514, 953 19. 47
1.80 to 1.90. 7 91,123 3.45
2,00 to 2.49_. 17 450, 17,
2.50 to 2.90 7 97, 3.70
3.00 to 4.99__ 12 148, 751 5. 63
5.00 or more. 4 13, 50

s b 147 | 2,644,001 | 100.0

Percent

Federal | oftotal
Benefit-cost ratio Number funds |Federal

of projects| committed | funds

com-

mitted

Thousands
0.80t0 0.7, z...- ...t [N e s ol o - L
0.80 to 0.99__ 3 $95, 970 3.62
1.00 to 1.19__ 36 339 29,74
1.20 to 1.39. 26 861, 375 13. 67
1.40 to 1,50 24 317,003 1199
1.60 to 1,79 16 326, 066 12.34
1.80 to 1.80. 7 50, 492 1.9
2.00 to 2,40, 16 527,768 10. 96
2,50 to 2.99_ ] 17,800 .68
3.00 to 4.89_ 11 147, 885 5. 68
S00ormore. .. .. ... 3 13,123 .50
Total.. .. .oee. 147 | 2,644,001 | 100.0
1 The length of project life Is assumed to be 50 years
unless s y stipulated to be less by the corps.

and future demand for power, to mention but
a few.

# This figure excludes projects under the
Mississippl River Commission which bears
responsibility for flood control expenditures
along the Mississippl. However, two large
river basin complexes were broken down into
their component parts and each part included
as a separate project. The Appalachicola,
Flint, and Chatahoochie project was divided
into five segments and the Arkansas River
Basin project into two.

# The concept of Federal funds committed
is a rather hybrid quantity. It consists of
the funds already appropriated to the 163
projects plus the latest estimate of the nec-
essary appropriations needed to complete the
projects yet under construction.

4 The formula used to compute the average
is the following:

= ZXw
% Xw >
in which Xw is the weighted arithmetic
mean, X is the benefit-cost ratio and w is the
amount of Federal funds committed by a
project.

1 Bee note 1, table 1,

In table 3 these same 147 projects are
evaluated by a 4.56-percent rate of interest as
suggested by Miller and the Panel of Con-
sultants to the Bureau of the Budget (ap-
proach B). The effect of this reevaluation is
to shift the entire schedule of benefit-cost
ratios downward substantially. Whereas the
modal class is 1,00-1.19 in the corps dis-
tribution and 1.20-1.39 when a 2.5-percent
rate is applied, the modal class in this dis-
tribution decreases to the 0.89-0.99 range.
This is likewise reflected in the weighted
average benefit-cost ratio which, for this
distribution is a meager 1.30. As with the
Eckstein test, some 40 percent of committed
Federal funds are devoted to projects which
fall to pass the test; i.e., projects with ratios
less than 1.

TABLE 3.—Distribution of 147 water resource
projects constructed in 10 Southern States
from 1946 to 1962 by benefit-cost ratio
when future streams are evaluated by a
4.5-percent rate of interest?

Percent

Federal | oftotal
Benefit-cost ratio Number funds |Federal

of projects| committed | funds

com-

mitted

Thousands

0.60 to 0.70. 9 $2085, 527 1L 18
0.80 to 0.99. 38 822, 616 aLn
1.00 to 1,19__ a3 A 10, 48
1,20 to 1.30__ 23 , 679 19, 69
1.40 to 1.59__ 9 151,748 5.74
1,60 to 1.79_____ 10 314, 11.89
1.80to 1,99 ___ 2 3, .13
200 to 2.49__ 10 185, 271 6.25
2.50 to 2.99__ 3 74, 216 2.81
3.00 to 4.99_. 8 9,644 | © .36
5,00 or more 2 9, 448 .36

Total oo 147 | 2,644,001 | 100.0

1 Bee note 1, table 1.
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TasLE 4 —Distribution of 147 water resource
projects constructed in 10 Southern States
from 1946 to 1962 by benefit-cost ratio
when future streams are evaluated by a
5.5-percent rate of interest?

Percent
Federal | of total
Benefit-cost ratio Number funds |Federal

'of projects| committed | funds

com-
mitted

Thousands

0.60to0.70 .| 18 $399, 153 15.10
0.80 to 0.99_____ L 42 761,017 2877
100t 1.19. .. i 35 L 210 24.20
120t0 130 . i 12 170, 245 6.78
L4060 150 e 9 110, 322 4,17
1.60 to 1.79. 8 203, 475 1L10
1.80 to 1,99 6 93, 813 3. 565
2.00 to 2.49 6 143, 583 543
2.50 to 2.99. 3 7,540 .29
A00t0 499 . . 6 4,186 .16
500 or more. - oo 2 9,448 36

SRkl 147 | 2,044,001 100.0

1 Tha length of project life is assumed to be 100 years
unless assumed less by the corps.

Table 4 presents the distribution of proj-
ects when the length of project life is as-
sumed to be 100 years to insure the long-
range nature of the program and the social
cost of capital raised through taxes is ac-
cepted as the appropriate rate of interest
and is estimated to be 5.F percent by Eck-
stein-Erutilla (approach C). The effect of
this test is more severe than either of the
previous two, Of the 147 projects ac-
cepted for construction, 60 fail to pass the
efficlency requirement posed by Eckstein-
Erutilla. Nearly 45 percent of the committed
Federal funds belong in this category. This
severity is also reflected in the weighted av-
erage benefit-cost ratio which has declined
to 1.20.

TasLE 5.—Distribution of 147 water resource
projects caonstructed in 10 Southern States
from 1946 to 1962 by benefit-cost ratio
when allowance for risk is made in the
eriterion

Percent
Federal | oftotal
Beneflt-cost ratio Number funds |Federal
ofprojects| committed | funds
mitted
Thousands
0.60 to 0.79.. 33 $806, 581 30. 51
0.80 to 0.99. 46 631, 118 20.09
1.00 to 1.19. 24 BT, T2 2185
1.20/ to 1.39... 12 160, 812 608
A40%0 RGO _____ | 8 3056, 962 1L 57
1.60to 1.79. 7 06, 980 8. 67
1.80 to 1.90. 2 18, 702 ik
2,00 to 2.40. [ 130, 900 4. 06
2.50 to 2.99_ 4 1,618 .07
3.00t0 4.09. 3 3,708 .14
85.00'0r more... . ....ooe-. 2 9, 448 .36
L N 147 | 2,644,001 | 100.0

18ee mote 1, table 1.

When risk and uncertainty are treated as
disutility to the community and when al-
Iowance is made for this disutility in the
rate of interest, the resulting benefit-cost
eonfigurstion is as presented in table 5
¢(approach D). The effect of the risk pre-
mium (discount) is clearly seen in the re-
sulting distribution. Over one-half of both
the number of projects and the Federal
funds committed are excluded by this test.
The welghted average benefit-cost ratio in
this case falls to a minute 1.11.
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TasLe 6.—Distribution of 147 water resource
projects constructed in 10 Southern States
from 1946 to 1962 by average rate of
returnt

Percent

Number | Federal |oftotal
Rate of return of funds com- |Federal

projects | mitted funds

com-

Thousands

0.0200 to 0.0209____ 8 $142, 786 5. 40
0.0300 to 0.0390_ b 566, 658 21. 39
0.0400 to 0.0409. 14 451, 244 17.07
0.0500 to 0,05699. 25 373, 030 14.11
0.0600 to 0.0609_ i) 14 a77, 531 14.38
0.0700 to 0.0799.___ -5 19 69, 783 2.64
0.0800 to 0.0800__________ 8 105, 090 3.97
0.0000 to 0.0000_ i 4 283,728 10. 75
0.1000 to 0.1400 . 18 248, 050 9.31
0.1500 to 0.1999. 3 11, 431 .43
0.2000 to 0,2000. 3 4,371 S v
6 13,281 . 50

etale o o 147 | 2,644,001 | 100.0

1 See note 1, table 1,

In table 6, the results of the final reevalu-
ation are presented. Working from the sug-
gestion presented by McEean (approach E),
this distribution displays the 147 projects by
the average rate of return. Again, the bulk
of projects are seen to cluster at the lower
end of the scale. The weighted average rate
of return for the 147 projects is 0.0644.
Applying the recommendation by Harberger,
that no project should be constructed which
did not return at least 6 percent, 84 of the
147 projects should have been rejected imply-
ing that nearly 60 percent of the total com-
mitted Federal funds have been allocated to
projects failing to pass this test.

In the reevaluation process then, each of
the alternative efficlency criteria, all of which
have as their objective the maximization of
national income, rejected a significant pro-
portion of the projects. When measured by
Federal funds committed, the proportion var-
ies from 42 percent in the case of the 4.5-
percent test to 68 percent in the rate of
return—Harberger proposal. For any given
project, however, the results may be quite
varied; i.e., any given project may be ac-
cepted by some of the tests and rejected by
the others in any combination. Table 7 por-
trays in a crude way the degree of such in-
consistency in the results of the tests.
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TaBLE T.—Distribution of number of rejec-
tions out of 5 tests for each of 147 water
resource constructed in 10 South-
ern States from 1946 to 1962

Percent
Number | Federal |oftotal
Number of rejections of funds com- | Federal
projects mitted funds
com-
mitted
Thousands
62| §1,109, 944 41,98
6 196, 290 7.42
18 168, 830 6.39
10 36, 012 1.38
8 23,071 .91
45 | 1,108,345 41,92

M7 | 2,644,001 | 100.
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In 107 of the 147 projects, complete con-
sistency was achleved. Of these projects, 62
were accepted by all of the criteria and 45
were rejected by all. In the remaining 40,
the answer given by the proposed eriteria is
not as neat, as individual projects are ac-
cepted by some and rejected by others. By
percent of Federal funds committed, how-
ever, the degree of consistency is somewhat
more clear; 84 percent of the Federal funds
committed were allocated to projects ac-
cepted or rejected by all of the criterla and
only 16 percent were allocated to projects in
which the answer was inconsistent.

The inconsistency present among the crite-
ria is not limited, however, to the type
pointed out above in which those projects
on the margin can be placed on different
sldes of the acceptance-rejection line by dif-
ferent criteria. This type of inconsistency
can occur simply because of the higher stand-
ard of justification required by some criteria
as compared to others, 1.e., some criteria may
simply be willing to move further down the
list of monotonically ranked projects tham
others, Such & situation is obviously pres-
ent but an Inconsistency of a higher order
is also worthy of note. When some projects
accepted by criteria Z are rejected by criteria
Y while some projects accepted by criferia ¥
are rejected by criteria Z, such higher level
inconsistency is present. This inconsistency
appears as a disparity in the actual ranking
of the projects and its extent is expressed in
table B.

Tapre 8.—Degree of inconsistency among the 6 crileria caused by nonunique ranking of
projects as expressed in the acceplance-rejection decisions

Number | Number | Number | Number | Number Num‘éhzr
i - ted | re rejected | re
by A by B by C byD | byE’ tjf;'z
Number accepted by Eckstein (A) Sl 21 17 25
Number accepted by 4.5 percen (33. 11 12 31 26 35
Number accepted by Eckstein-Krutilla (C). 4 1 e 19 13 24
Number accepted by risk test (D). coeeee s 0 0 | (o R 0 ;-]
Number with rate of return of 5.5 or more (E 1 0 0 [ = e 10
Number with rate of return of 6 or more (E).______ 1 [1] 0 1 |ttt

Thus, for example, in comparing the re-
sults of the Eckstein test with the results
of the proposal by Erutilla-Eckstein, it is
seen that a substantial overlap exists, Of
the 57 projects rejected by the Eckstein
test, 4 were accepted by the EKrutilla-Eck-
stein formulation. Conversely, of the 60
projects rejected by the Krutilla-Eckstein
test, 6 possessed benefit-cost ratios greater
than 1.4 when evaluated at a 2.5 percent rate
of interest and were, therefore, acceptable
under the Eckstein test.

Table 8 yields yet another insight. In
setting up his fest, Eckstein realized that,
because the ratio of operating costs to in-

vestment costs directly influenced the size
of the benefit-cost ratio, the cholce of a sin-
gle value as a cutoff benefit-cost ratio would
lead to the acceptance of some projects,
namely those of low capital intensity, with
a rate of return significantly below the de-
sired rate and the refection of some, namely
those of high capital intensity, with a rate
of return above the desired rate. In defense
of his method, however, he makes the follow-
Ing assertions:

“The marginal projects which would be
undertaken under the proposed test would
not represent a misallocation of capital into
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a use in which it is incapable of earning a
satisfactory rate of return,”

“An interest rate of 215 percent coupled
with a ratio of 1.4 are combinations which
will produce an average rate of return for
the entire Federal program of about 6 per-
cent."” @

Both of these statements appear rather un-
tenable. The evidence in table 8, rather
effectively illustrates the costs involved in
choosing a single benefit-cost ratio as a cut-
off. Although the ratio chosen by Eckstein
(1.4) aimed at ylelding a rate of return of
6 percent, it, in fact, accepted 25 projects
with a rate of return less than 6 percent,
accepted 17 projects with a rate of return
less than 5.6 percent and rejected 1 project
with a rate greater than 6 percent. Conse-
quently, in opposition to the first statement,
it appears that marginal projects may well
be accepted even if they do not yleld a satis-
factory rate of return. Of the projects ac-
cepted by the Eckstein test, for example, 2
had rates of return less than 4.6 percent.

As regards the second statement, there is
no more reason for claiming that such a com-
bination of interest rate and cutoff benefit-
cost ratio will yield an average rate of return
of 6 percent than claiming that the average
return will be 7, 8, 9, or any other percent.
The adoption of such a single benefit-cost
ratio only assures that some projects bearing
rates of return equal to or greater than the
desired rate (6 percent in this case) will be
rejected by the test while other projects bear-
ing rates of return less than the desired rate
will be accepted. The average rate of return
of the entire Federal program depends, then,
upon the ability of the average rate of return
of those accepted projects with a rate of re-
turn greater than 6 percent to outweigh the
average rate of return of those accepted proj-
ects with a rate of return less than 6 percent.
Consequently, the two statements in defense
of the Eckstein test appear quite unwar-
ranted.

CONCLUSION

From the evidence presented, one can
hardly doubt that a great number of projects
have been constructed which, if efficiency or
the maximization of national income had
been the sole objective, should not, in fact,
have been constructed. Although each of
the above criteria have presented somewhat
varied estimates of this misallocation of na-
tional resources (see tables 2-6), it seems
plausible that some acceptable estimate of
the size of this misallocation is possible.
Consequently, it will be assumed that any
project that is rejected by 3 or more of the 5
tests should not have been constructed; that
any project which is accepted by 3 or more
of the 6 tests should have been constructed.
For those projects in the latter category,
it is presumed that national resources have
been allocated efficlently and the consequent
change in national income is the greatest
possible per dollar devoted to rivers and har-
bors development. For project in the former
category, the reverse is presumed true.
Under this approach, then, it appears that
63 of the 147 projects representing $1,169 mil-
lion of committed Federal funds or 44.2 per-
cent of the total are devoted to projects
which should not have been undertaken;
projects, the construction of which, has led
to a misallocation of national resources and
economic waste. Given the present desire
for a rapid development of the South and
given the willingness of the Federal Govern-
ment to ald in the fulfillment of this desire
through water resource investment, it be-
comes essential that such misallocation be
brought to a minimum.

# Eckstein, op. eit., p. 101,
% Ibid., p. 104.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iyield.

Mr. COOPER. I wish to make sev-
eral observations.

First, let me say that I think it was
just as important for the Senate to act
on the conference report as it was for
the House to act on it. All of us were
here during the long sessions held on
Friday night and Saturday and we are
acquainted with the efforts made in the
House to obtain a favorable vote on the
conference report. Regardless of what-
ever may have been the agreement about
a pro forma session, most of us thought
a vote would be taken today in the Sen-
ate on this issue.

On the other hand, as the Senator from
New York has stated, if it was not im-
portant to have the conference report
adopted today by the Senate, the action
of the Senate on the report could just as
well go over until Monday or when the
Senate eommences January 7, because in
the interim the necessary appropriations
continue.

Further, I believe it would have been
fair and just to notify Senators who
have great responsibility for this meas-
ure. It is evident that the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBrIGHT] was not
notified. Although he did not handle
the appropriation bill, he conducted the
hearings on the authorization bill, and
he has participated in the battle for
weeks and months.

I do not know whether the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorRE]l was
notified. But it is obvious that those
of us who are here were not notified.

Second, there is considerable talk
about the delays in the Senate’s proce-
dure. I do not wish to become too in-
volved in a discussion of this subject
today, but I think the sort of procedure
we have witnessed today is rather typical
and endemic of what happens in the
Senate during a great deal of the year,
and particularly during the first 3 or 4
months of the session when arrange-
ments for postponed meetings which
satisfy some Senators are made, and the
work of the Senate is delayed. We
waste and fritter away much time es-
pecially in the early months of the ses-
sion, because of such agreements.

I hope that when we return in Janu-
ary our committees will meet steadily,
for at least 3 or 4 days each week, during
the first 3 or 4 months of the session to
speed up their work. I also hope that
during the early part of the session the
Senate will meet when there is work to
be done, and stay in session until deci-
sions by vote are made. If this is done
we will conclude our work earlier in the
year and make decisions, and not experi-
ence the long delays of this year. Agree-
ments such as the one under considera-
tion today should not be made unless
there is the greatest necessity therefor.

It is, in my opinion, the delays of the
early months of the session, and agree-
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ments to satisfy a few Members, which
contribute most to delay.

Having said that, Mr. President, I wish
all Senators a merry Christmas and a
happy New Year.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from EKentucky yield?

Mr., COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. When the Sena-
tor and I left the Chamber Saturday
evening, was it not the understanding
that the Senate would meet today to act
on the conference report if by this time
the House had acted on it?

Mr. COOPER. Oh, yes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate now stand in re-
cess——

Mr, McCARTHY. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Wisconsin
yield, so that I may request that certain
items be printed in the daily REcorp?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Certainly.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE, I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I feel certain—and if
there is any question about it, I think
it would be well to consult with the Pres-
ident of the United States, who has been
strongly urging this action—and I agree
with that—as to whether he would pre-
fer to have the Senate act today on this
measure, rather than to drag out our
proceedings until some time next week.
I believe it would be well to consult him
and to learn his views.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
deference to Senators on both sides of
the aisle who argued most persuasively
that we should consult the leadership, I
move that the Senate take a recess, sub~
ject to the ecall of the Chair.

It was suggested that the Senate take
a recess until 1 p.m. However, I under-
stand there may be a little difficulty in
getting in fouch with the leadership.
Therefore, if there is no strong disagree-
ment on this point, I hope the Senate
will take a recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. SYMINGTON. If there is no
hurry about having the Senate act on
this measure—and some of us have made
plans to be here at this time to act on
the conference report, and it will be ex-
tremely difficult, if not impossible, for
us to be here on December 30—Ilet me
suggest that the leadership be asked, if
there is no hurry about having the Sen-
ate act on the conference report, if in-
stead of calling all Senators back on
December 30, the Senate act on the con-
ference report on January 7.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Itseems tome that
action on January 7 would be much more
logical.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iam surethat ques-
tion will be discussed with the leadership
before we reconvene at 1 p.m. or there-
abouts.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin.
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RECESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate now take a recess
subject to the eall of the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the motion
is agreed to; and the Chair announces
that he will be available, and that as
soon as possible after 1 p.m., the Senate
will reconvene.

Thereupon, at 12 o’clock and 35 min-
utes p.m., the Senate took a recess, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 1 o’clock
and 10 minutes pan., and was called to
order by the Acting President pro tem-
pore.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. KUCHEL rose.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from California
desire to address the Senate?

Mr. KUCHEL. I do, Mr. President.

After consulting with my colleague
the distinguished acting majority leader
[Mr. PRoxmiRe], and by telephone with
both the majority leader and the mi-
nority leader, it is the plan of the lead-
ership in the Senate for the Senate to
adjourn from today until Friday and
from Priday until Monday next, by
whieh time all Senators will have been
placed on notice that the conference re-
port on the foreign aid bill then will be
considered, and presumably passed.

Under those circumstances, I say to
my friend the Senator from Wisconsin,
if there is no objection among those
faithful colleagues who are present to-
day to consider the joint resolution, H.J.
Res. 880, at the desk, I suggest that we
proceed with that business and then
adjourn until Friday.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
agree.

DATE FOR CONVENING OF 2D
SESSION OF 88TH CONGRESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the joint resolution
(H.J. Res. 880), establishing that the
2d regular session of the 88th Congress
convene at noon on Tuesday, January 7,
1964°?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution is open to
amendment. If there be no amendment
to be proposed, the question is on the
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (H.J. Res., 880)
was ordered to a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on December 23, 1963, he presented
to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills:

§. 1175. An act to revise the boundaries of
the Carlsbad National Park in the State of
New Mexico, and for other purposes; and
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8. 2311. An act to provide for the prepara-
tion and printing of compllations of mate-
rials relating to annual national high school
and college topics.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
#3 follows:

By Mr. RANDOLPH:

Address on automation in industry, de-
livered by the Secretary of Labor on Decem-
ber 19, 1963.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
FRIDAY, DECEMBER 27, AT 9 AM.;
AND FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
FRIDAY UNTIL MONDAY, DECEM-
BER 30, AT 10 AM.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns today it adjourn to re-
convene on Friday, December 27, at 9
a.m., and that when it adjourns on Fri-
day it adjourn to reconvene at 10 a.m.
on Monday, December 30, and that the
business to be laid before the Senate at
that time be the conference report on the
foreign aid appropriation bill, HR. 9499.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair wishes to inquire
whether it is the intention of the acting
majority leader that the Senate not
transact any business on Friday?

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is certainly
the intention of the acting majority
leader. That was certainly the intention
of the majority leader and of the mi-
nority leader when this request was
agreed to.

The session of the Senate on Friday
will be merely a pro forma session. The
Senate will come in at 9 o’clock a.m. and
go out shortly after that, and no busi-
ness will be transacted.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr, President, in view
of the statement just made by our able
friend from Wisconsin, I wonder if the
Senator is willing to revise the unani-
mous-consent request so that the consent
agreement will include the fact that
there will be no business transacted on
Friday.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Surely.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, that will be
included in the unanimous-consent re-
quest.

Is there objection to the unanimous-
consent request of the Senator from
Wisconsin? The Chair hears none, and,
without objection, the orders are entered.

The unanimous-consent agreement, as
subsequently reduced to writing, is as
follows:

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Ordered, That at the conclusion of its busi-
ness today the Senate adjourn until 9 o’clock
a.m. Friday, December 27, 1963; that immedi-
ately after convening on that day the Presid-
ing Officer shall, without the transaction of
any business or debate, declare the Senate
adjourned until 10 o’clock a.m. Monday, De~
cember 30, 1963, at which time the Senate
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shall proceed to the consideration of the con-
ference report on H.R. 9499, the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1963. (December 24, 1963.)

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 AM. FRI-
DAY, DECEMBER 27, 1963

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. In accordance with the order pre-
viously entered, the Senate will now
adjourn.

Thereupon (at 1 o’clock and 14 minutes
p.m.) the Senate adjourned, under the
previous order, until Friday, December
27, 1963, at 9 o'clock am.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuEspAY, DECEMBER 24, 1963

The House met at 7 o’clock a.m.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Psalm 72: 11: Yea, all kings shall fall
down before Him, and all nations shall
serve Him.

Almighty God, our Father, in Thy di-
vine keeping and control are the eoming
in and the going out of all our days and
years.

Grant that these words of Thy servant,
whom Thou hast richly endowed with in-
sight and inspiration, may be completely
realized by all the members of the human
family:

“Many merry Christmases. Many
happy New Years. Unbroken friend-
ships. Greal aceumulation of cheerful
recollections. Affection on earth. And
heaven at last for all of us.”

Hear us through the merits and medi-
ation of our blessed Lord whom the an-
cient prophet proclaimed that His name
shall be called Wonderful, Counselor,
the Mighty God, the Everlasting Father,
the Prince of Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

WAIVING OF POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST THE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON H.R. 9499

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I call up House Resolution 600 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the resolution.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider
without the intervention of any point of
order the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 9489) making appropriations for for-
eign aid and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes, and that during the considera-
tion of the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 20 to the bill, it shall be in order
to conslder, without the intervention of
any point of order, a motion by the chair-
man of the managers on the part of the
House to recede and concur in said Senate
amendment numbered 20 with an amend-
ment.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Smita] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. St. GEorGE] 30 minutes, and
I would like to inquire if the gentle-
woman from New York would wish to
use some of the time?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
will use some of the time, yes, sir. Do
you want me to use it now?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I think that
we all understand what this is about.
In the interests of proceeding more
rapidly, I wish the gentlewoman would
go first.

The SPEAKER. The gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. Str. GEORGE].

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
have very little to say on this resolution.
I quite agree with the chairman of the
Committee on Rules. I believe every-
body knows what we are going to talk
about today, and I hope we will talk
about it very briefly. Certainly every-
body knows what has been going on here
for the last couple of weeks. We de-
plore it, and it probably is the greatest
argument for changes in certain rules of
the House. I must, however, call the
attention of the House to one thing:
Some of us have been told that the Com-
mittee on Rules was rather a useless
appendage; that it was quite useless and
that nobody really thought very much
of it. I note, however, Mr. Speaker, that
it has been necessary to have recourse
to the Committee on Rules to get this
bill on the floor, so maybe there is some
use to it after all—not that I am for the
bill.

We all have the privilege of revising
and extending our remarks.

For that reason it is to be hoped we
will all do that this morning. Then our
words will go down to posterity. Every-
one will be able to read them. Future
generations yet unborn will be able to see
them. But those of us who are here on
this Christmas Eve need not listen to
them.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. AVErRY].

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I shall not
take 5 minutes. I think we should be
certain about the procedure, especially
on our side of the aisle. ¥You will recall
the last time—I will not say the first or
the second time, but the last time we
voted on this issue the conference report
itself was in disagreement and therefore
the principal vote on this side occurred
on a motion to recommit the conference
report. This morning the circumstance
is, as I understand the procedure, that
the conference report is not in disagree-
ment. The language in disagreement is
to a Senate amendment, No. 20, to the
conference report. So, said another
way, I assume that the conference report
will be approved when it comes before the
House.

There is one technical amendment,
amendment No. 14, which I understand
is not in dispute. The next Senate
amendment, No. 20, is in dispute and I
presume the gentleman from ILouisiana
will move to recede from the House posi-
tion and concur in that amendment with
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an amendment. It is at that point, may
I say to my colleagues on our side of the
aisle, that the principal vote will occur
this morning.

I might add further, if we prevail on
this side of the aisle, and in justice cer-
tainly we should, it is assumed that the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. RHoDES]
will be recognized to move that the House
conferees insist on the House position.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr, Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Mrs. Frances P, BoLToN].

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Speaker, I shall not use 5 minutes, but as
one of you who has been disturbed in
these last days at the reputation we have
made for ourselves in the country and
in the world, it seems a very great pity
that at this time of year particularly we
should have been fighting each other
and doing things for which, as the gen-
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. ST.
Georcel has said, future generations
will not be proud.

1 sincerely hope, Mr. Speaker, that the
Members who are here this morning—
and I congratulate those who came back
under such very difficult conditions—
will do their voting this morning in the
spirit of Christmas, not in the spirit
of battle. This is so important to the
whole world. Unless we can demonstrate
peace within our own frontiers how can
we expect to be of any moment at all in
the decisions of the world?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr., Bowl.

Mr, BOW, Mr, Speaker, day after
day the Soviet Union spends $1 million
a day in Cuba to defy us and destroy
liberty and freedom to the Cuban people.
Today we are asked to open the door
that American taxpayers finance sale
of products to the Soviet Union.

Shall we endorse the Soviet Union’s
note at the expense of the American tax-
payer? Shall we extend further credit
to a nation that now is in default to us
over $10 billion?

Shall we now begin to finance both
sides of the cold war? \

TO BELL OR NOT SELL WHEAT IS NOT THE

QUESTION

Mr. Speaker, there have been some
who have tried to lead us down the prim-
rose path into confusion from the real
issue. It is not shall we or shall we not
sell wheat to the Soviets. When this
issue was first discussed with the Ameri-
can people we were told the wheat sale
would be for dollars or gold. That it
would help our balance of payments.
This is not the issue today.

This is not a proposal which involves
the question whether we should trade
wheat, corn, cotton, or tobacco. The
amendment deals with all products and
for all countries. It involves the ques-
tion whether we want to do business
with Communist dictators helping them
to import the things they need to shore
up the staggering economy in Commu-
nist countries by means of the credit
extended by the American faxpayers.

‘What has happened to the wheat deal
for dollars or gold?
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Again I point out this amendment is
not for wheat but for products.

Webster's dictionary defines “product™
as: “Product—anything produced as by
generation, growth, labor, or thought.”

Shall we delegate this great power,
shall we grant this unlimited authority?
I hope not.

We have spoken twice. Twice before
this issue has been settled by a majority
vote of this House.

It is an open secret, of course, that
the President wants this power. He has
used his influence, prestige, and skill to
overturn the will of this House.

Are we in the future to expect the
power of the Executive to dictate and
overturn the action of Congress except
through his constitutional veto?

I would hope not.

Less than 1 month ago, on Novem-
ber 27, 1963, in an address by the Presi-
dent before a joint session of Congress
he said—

As one who has long served in both
Houses of the Congress, I firmly belleve in the
independence and integrity of the legis-
lative branch. I promise you that I shall al-
ways respect this. It is deep in the marrow
of my bones. With equal firmness, I belleve
in the capacity and the ability of the Con-
gress, despite the divisions of opinion which
characterize our Nation, to act—to act
wisely, vigorously, and speedily when the
need arises,

Mr. Speaker, I too have served here
some years. I believe in the inde-
pendence and integrity of this House.
In the past few days and nights I have
fought to protect that integrity and in-
dependence. The opposition has been
great and not all of it has come from
within the House.

THE ROLE OF THE PRESIDENT AND OF THE HOUSE
IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. Speaker, there are those who
say that under the Constitution the sole
power in foreign affairs rests with the
President. I challenge anyone in this
House or elsewhere to find any such lan-
guage in the Constitution. But the au-
thority of the Congress in appropriations
is well settled. Let us look at history.

HOW THE FOUNDING FATHERS FELT

It is clear that many of the men who
assembled in Philadelphia in 1787 to
frame a constitution for the newly in-
dependent colonies favored an Executive
with limited powers. Madison notes in
his journal of Friday, June 1, 1787, that
one of the delegates, Mr. Sherman,
echoed the feelings of others present
when he said that he considered the
Executive office as nothing more than an
institution for carrying into effect the
will of the legislature. Sherman went
so far as to say that the Executive ought
to be appointed by the legislature and
accountable to that body since Congress
would be the depository of the supreme
will of the society. Sherman considered
the legislators as the best judges of the
business which ought to be done by the
executive department. Madison notes
that another delegate, Mr. Wilson of
Pennsylvania, considered the execution
of the laws and the appointing of offi-
cers the only strictly Executive functions.

These comments proved typical of the
sentiment evoked by Charles Pinckney's
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preliminary plan for Executive powers
introduced before the delegates only 3
days before, on Tuesday, May 29:

He shall receive public ministers from for-
elgn nations, and may correspond with the
executives of the different States. He shall
have power to grant pardons and reprieves
except in impeachments. He shall be Com-~
mander in Chief of the Army and Navy of
the United Btates and of the militia of the
several States.

Opinion was so divided and strong over
the powers of the executive branch that
the Convention resolved on July 23, 1787,
to refer to a committee the drafting of a
report of the powers of the Executive
conformable to the major resolutions al-
ready passed by the Convention. The
committee, composed of Nathaniel Gor-
ham, of Massachusetts; James Wilson, of
Pennsylvania; Edmund Randolph, of
Virginia; John Rutledge, of South Caro-
lina; and Oliver Ellsworth, of Connecti-
cut, was thus justified to enumerate a
more complete definition of the powers
of the future President. The only powers
thus far conferred by the Convention had
been the veto, appointment—but not of
judges—and the execution of Ilaws.
Madison’s original idea had been to leave
the unenumerated powers to the will of
the legislature as expressed through
legislative enactments. Now the com-
mittee faced a question of enormous im-

: Shall control of the military
and foreign relations be left with one
Executive? Should the powers be
enumerated?

Of the 12 listed powers of the Execu-
tive only the 10th in the draft of the pro-
posal which Randolph drew up was con-
nected with foreign relations: “receiving
ambassadors.” TUp to this point, the
Convention, as far as the records show,
gave the subject of international affairs
no attention. The only recorded refer-
ence to this area of potential Executive
action had been in the provisions of a
sketeh Alexander Hamilton had drawn
up whereby treaties would be made and
ambassadors named by the Executive
with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate.

One member of the committee, Ells-
worth, was decidedly for a strong, inde-
pendent head of government. Rutledge
and Randolph favored a weak Chief of
State. Randolph regarded foreign af-
fairs essentially as a matter to be de-
cided by the Legislature as a body or by
the Senate alone.

Randolph's original proposals were
amended so that the committee later
gave the power “to be Commander in
Chief of the land and naval power of the
Union and of the Militia of the Several
‘States.” Changes were also made in the
direction of making the Senate the sole
organ of foreign affairs. Finally, Wilson
drew on Randolph's amended draft,
Charles Pinckney's plan of May 29, and
certain provisions of the New York con-
stitution to draft a final plan of Executive
powers., No other powers relating to for-
eign affairs were added. The chief fea-
ture of the Wilson plan was the inde-
pendent possession by the executive de-
partment of its powers by direct grant
of the people. Unfortunately, there is
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no indication or evidence in the records
whether Wilson intended the enumer-
ated powers to be an exhaustive descrip-
tion of that general Executive power
which the President held as the executor
of the Nation's laws. The construction
of many State constitutions of the time
already realized the importance of un-
enumerated Executive power for more
responsive, flexible leadership.

On August 20, 1787, Gouverneur Mor-
ris, of Pennsylvania, and Charles Pinck-
ney submitted a plan before the delegates
for the complete constitutional organi-
zation of the executive department of the
National Government. There were to
be five departments of the executive
branch, each headed by a secretary. To-
gether with the Chief Justice they were
to be a council of state to assist the
President in conducting public affairs.
This plan confirms the fact that the del-
egates generally regarded the President
as a sort of chief administrator. This
belief is reinforced by the fact that the
duties of these heads of department were
enumerated, the secretary of each de-
partment responsible to the President.
The Secretary of Foreign Affairs had for
his functions: “to correspond with all
foreign ministers, prepare plans for
treaties, and consider such as may be
transmitted from abroad, and generally
to attend to the interests of the United
States in their connection with foreign
powers.”

Those duties for which the subordinate
secretaries became responsible became
an integral part of the Presidential
power. The recognition that the Pres-
ident, although granted little real pow-
er—except as Commander in Chief—in
the Constitution in the field of foreign
affairs, was generally taken by the
Founding Fathers as the single consti-
tutional representative of the people in
this area can be seen in the terms of the
Foreign Department bill; the sole pur-
pose of the Foreign Department was to
carry out the will of the President. Only
the Treasury Department was created
solely to carry out the acts of Congress.
As one political scientist has put it:

Where by the terms of the Constitution,
the National Government is vested with con-
trol over a certain sphere of action,. that
portion of the field’s Is the President’s which
is executive in character. Thus the Consti-
tution makes the National Government the
sole organ in forelgn affairs. Since many
powers are not enumerated, they are the
President's as of constitutional right, being
of an executive character (Charles Thatch,
“The Creation of the Presidency, 1775-89,"
Baltimore, 1922).

Today the President undoubtedly acts
more arbitrarily and independently than
the framers of the Constitution ever in-
tended him to act. Custom, law, court
decisions, and the practice of foreign na-
tions have placed the President in a
prominent position in the formation and
execution of foreign policy. Certainly
secrecy, unity of operation, continuity,
and access to information are character-
istics of his office. These necessary ele-
ments are peculiar to the President.
Congress, by nature, possess none of
them. It was felt by one of the most
articulate delegates at the Convention
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that even the Senate could not properly
deal with international relations:

To have entrusted the power of making
treaties to the Senate alone, would have
been to relinquish the benefits of the consti-
tutional agency of the President in the con-
duct of foreign relations (Alexander Hamil-
ton, “The Federalist,” LXXV).

This same intellectual forcefully ex-
plained the few enumerated powers di-
rectly granted to the President in the
Constitution by describing the impor-
tant implications of a broad interpreta-
tion of Executive power:

The enumeration (of Executive powers in
the Constitution) ought therefore to be con-
sidered as intended merely to specify the
principal articles in the definition of Execu-
tive power, having the rest to flow from the
general grant of that power, interpreted in
conformity with other parts of the Constitu-
tion, and with the principles of free govern-
ment.

The general doctrine of our Constitution,
then, is that the Executive power of the Na-
tion is rested in the President, subject only
to the exceptions and qualifications which
are expressed in the instrument. (Alexander
Hamilton in the Philadelphia Gazette, June
29, 1793.)

Jefferson himself referred to the trans-
action of business with foreign nations
as “executive altogether” and John Mar-
shall declared in the House of Repre-
sentatives on March 7, 1800, that “the
President is the sole organ of the Nation
in its external relations, and its sole rep-
resentative with foreign nations.” The
Senate itself early enough recognized
that all powers claimed by the President
in the field of foreign affairs not specifi-
cally named in the Constitution must
nevertheless be considered as emanating
from the Constitution:

The President is the constitutional rep-
resentative of the United States with regard
to foreign nations. For his conduct he is
responsible to the Constitution. (8. Doc. 231,
66th Cong., 2d sess.)

Thus, aside from the chief provisions
of the Constitution relating to foreign
affairs—

The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of the United
States * * *. He shall have power, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the
Senators present concur * * * appoint am-
bassadors, other public ministers and con-
suls * * * recelve ambassadors and other
public ministers—

Presidential power in this area has
grown chiefly from necessity and the
demands of executive leadership in a
field requiring secrecy and unity of
command.

But the nature of foreign affairs and
the characteristics of the Executive Office
which fit the President to the task are
merely one side of the coin. . On the
other side is the rightful role of Congress
in foreign relations, and in a rather
ironic sense, the part played by the Ap-
propriations Committee. Congress and
the President were bound to cross swords
early over the financial support of for-
eign policy flowing from the Executive
Office, and interestingly, even though
Congress historically has followed Presi-
dential recommendations for appropria-
tions for crucial policies, the House of
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Representatives has made clear its right-
ful, constitutional position with refer-
ence to money matters. When a bill was
introduced into the House for appro-
priations for the Jay Treaty during
Washington’s administration, opposition
developed and the view was quickly ad-
vanced that the House really was free to
grant or withhold the required funds on
its own view of the merits of the treaty.
A majority of the House sanctioned this
position, even though the appropriations
were finally granted. But to the au-
thorization was attached the following
resolution:

When a treaty stipulates regulations on
any of the subjects submitted by the Consti-
tution to the power of Congress, it must
depend, for its executlon, as to such stipula-
tions, on a law or laws to be passed by Con-
gress, And it is the constitutional right and
duty of the House of Representatives, in all
such cases, to deliberate on the expediency
or inexpediency of carrying such treaty into
effect, and to determine and act thereon, as,
in their judgment, may be most conducive
to the public good.

In the matter of the Jay Treaty, the
House was not constitutionally bound to
appropriate the necessary funds. In
voting the money to carry out the treaty,
however, the House certainly was exer-
cising its part of the “whole legislative
power” and had, accordingly, its right to
exercise its full constitutional discretion
in the matter.—Noted by Edward S. Cor-
bin in “The President’s Control of For-
eign Relations,” Cambridge, 1917.

If the Jay Treaty established congres-
sional opinion regarding the appropria-
tion of money, it also fixed the Presi-
dential prerogative of wide discretion in
foreign affairs. When the House of Rep-
resentatives asked George Washington
to lay before it the instructions, cor-
respondence, and documents relating to
the treaty he said:

The nature of foreign negotiations re-
quires caution, and their success must often
depend on secrecy, and even when brought
to a conclusion, a full disclosure of all the
measures, demands, or eventual concessions
which may have been proposed or contem-
plated would be extremely impolitic, for this
might have a pernicious influence on future
negotiations or produce immediate incon-
venlences, perhaps danger and mischlef, in
relation to other powers.

Thus, at the same time both congres-
sional rights with respect to appropria-
tions and the Presidential power of
single command in foreign affairs was
fixed. Even the modern notion of for-
eign policy decisions in the vital inter-
ests of U.S. security find precedent in
the first important foreign policy legisla-
tion in this country: the Embargo Act of
1794 authorized the President to lay the
embargo “whenever, in his opinion, the
public safety shall so require,” and “to
continue or revoke the same whenever
he shall think proper.” By the more re-
cent lend-lease proposal, action could
have been taken when the President
deemed it “in the interest of national
defense,” and the benefits of the statute
were extended to “the government of
any country whose defense the Presi-
dent—deemed—vital to the defense of
the United States.”

We now see that the volatile question
of wide discretionary powers available to
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the President is one founded on prec-
edents set by the first Executive of the
United States, agreed to by both Houses
of the National Legislature, and followed
up by later Presidents and Congresses.
Perhaps the wording of an 1860 court
decision defines even today the peculiar
position which the President occupies:

As the Executive head of the Nation, the
President is made the only legitimate organ
of the General Government to open or carry
on correspondence or negotiations with for-
eign nations in matters concerning the in-
terests of the country or of its citizens
(Durand v. Holland, 8 Fed. Cas. No. 4186).

The Supreme Court in 1936 officially
awarded to the President legal claim in
the exercising of discretionary powers as
sole organ of the Federal Government in
the field of foreign affairs. In the im-
portant Curtiss-Wright case, the Court
recognized this power as exclusive and
plenary—a power in international rela-
tions which “does not require as a basis
for its exercise an act of Congress.”

The decision in the Curtiss-Wright
case sustained the constitutionality of a
joint resolution of Congress of 1934 au-
thorizing the President to forbid the sale
of arms to the participants in the Chaco
dispute between Bolivia and Paraguay
“if the President finds that the prohibi-
tion may contribute to the reestablish-
ment of peace between those countries.”

The Curtiss-Wright Export Co. was
charged with having violated the resolu-
tion by selling machineguns to Bolivia.
A demurrer to indiectment was filed on
the ground that the resolution was un-
constitutional, as it amounted to an
unconstitutional delegation of legislative
power to the President. The demurrer
was sustained in a district court but was
reversed in the Supreme Court.

Justice Sutherland in his opinion for
the Court seemed in effect to withdraw
virtually all constitutional limitation
upon the scope of congressional delega-
tion of power to the President to act in
the field of international relations.
Sutherland’s reasoning in the case rested
on what he named as the difference be-
tween the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment with respect to foreign and ex-
ternal affairs and those having to do
with internal or domestic affairs. The
difference, according to Sutherland re-
lated both to origin and nature. He
wrote as follows:

The very delicate, plenary, and exclusive
power of the President as the sole organ of
the Federal Government in the field of in-
ternational relations—a power which does
not require as a basls for its exerclse an act
of Congress, but which, of course, like every
other governmental power, must be exer-
cised in subordination to the applicable pro-
visions of the Constitution. It is quite ap-
parent that if, in the maintenance of our
international relations embarrassment is to
be avoided and success for our aims
achieved, congressional legislation which is
to be made effective through negotiation and
inquiry within the international field must
often accord to the President a degree of
discretion and freedom from statutory re-
striction which would not be admissible were
domestic affairs alone involved * * * he, not
Congress, has the better opportunity of
knowing the conditions which prevail in

foreign countries. He has the confidential
sources of information. He has his agents

in the form of diplomatic, consular, and
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other officials. Secrecy in respect of infor-
mation gathered by them may be highly nec-
essary and the premature disclosure of it
productive of harmful results. * * * Pow-
ers of external sovereignty of the Federal
Government, including the power to declare
war and conclude peace, to make treaties
and maintain diplomatic relations, are not
dependent on affirmative grants of the Con-
stitution.
APPROPRIATIONS

It has long been recognized by Presi-
dents, Members of Congress, and polit-
ical scientists that the appropriating of
public money often has a far greater im-
pact on the formation of foreign policy
than the substantive decisions coming
from the White House. The House is
at liberty to insert provisos or instrue-
tions in appropriations bills which have
the effect of determining or modifying
policy. Of course, Congress may with-
hold funds altogether and thus com-
pletely cancel an executive policy. To
the extent that funds are withheld or
the terms and conditions set for the ex-
penditure of Treasury money, Congress
may prescribe its own policy. But this
is as it should be. According to the
Constitution, article I, section 9, clause 7:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in consequence of appropriations
made by law; and a regular statement and
account of the receipts and expenditure of
public money shall be published from time
to time.

That Congress may check the desire
of the President to give Communists fur-
ther financial assistance is clearly drawn
from the provisions of the Constitution.
Indeed, perhaps the President should
possess wide discretion in the matter of
deciding what is in the vital interest of
national security. The wisdom of pos-
sessing such power apparently goes un-
challenged. But in the matter of spend-
ing public money Congress alone may
declare for what purpose the funds may
be used, the terms of expenditure, and
the conditions under which the taxpay-
ers’ dollars may be sent overseas. The
Constitution grants this power directly.
An important court decision of 1945 con-
firms Congress unique position. During
the Second World War certain subcon-
fractors sought action in the courts for
a declaratory judgment that the Rene-
gotiation Act (50 U.S.C.A. App. 1191)
was unconstitutional and therefore did
not authorize the War Department to
recapture alleged excessive profits. The
court said the action presented no justi-
ciable controversy because Congress, in
making an appropriation, has the power
not only to designate the purpose of an
appropriation, but also the conditions
under which an executive department of
the Government could expend the ap-
propriation.

The purpose of appropriations and terms
and conditions under which they are made
is a matter solely in the hands of Congress,
and it is the explicit duty of the executive
branch to comply therewith, and any attempt
by the judicial branch to interfere there-
with would be a plain invasion of the con«
stitutional powers of Congress. (Spﬂuldmg
v. Douglas Aircraft Co., D.C. Cal., 60 F.
Supp. 985.)

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr, Speaker, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Illinois, Mr, FINDLEY.
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Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY., Mr. Speaker, every
one of us would prefer to be elsewhere
at this moment. This is Christmas eve.

Christmas is in your mind—a personal
Christmas, a family Christmas. Many
of you were already at home—a thou-
sand, 2,000 or more miles from here—
when summoned back to Capitol Hill.

And rightly you probably feel sorry for
yourself at having to be here. With
airlines clogged this holiday week, you
may have trouble getting back home in
time for Christmas, even if the issue
before us is resolved quickly.

Let us give a little thought to how
other American citizens will spend
Christmas.

What kind of a Christmas will it be
for the families of the men who died last
week fighting communism in South
Vietnam?

What kind of a Christmas will it be
for the families of the thousands and
thousands of American men who died
fighting communism in South Korea
just a decade ago?

Eight American divisions are in Eu-
rope. Thousands of American men who
will not be home for Christmas, Other
thousands of American men in uniform
will be away from home on Christmas
because they are in South Vietnam, on
the high seas, in South Korea—in a
thousand military duty stations overseas.
~ What kind of a Christmas will they
have? It will not be a family Christmas.
They will be away from home, away from
family, away from the joy of a family
Christmas. Why? Because they are a
part of the military might of this Na-
tion, a military machine created because
of communism and arrayed against com-
munism,

Were it not for the existence of power-
ful Communist governments—principal-
ly the Soviet Union—these thousands of
American men could safely be released
from official duty to spend Christmas at
home with their families.

But the Soviet Union does exist. It is
a powerful Communist government, al-
lied with other powerful Communist gov-
ernments. Because of this fact thou-
sands and thousands of American men
will not be home for Christmas.

They will be scattered all over the
world manning the ramparts against
communism.

It is entirely fitting and proper that
we, too, as their elected representatives,
be willing to be on duty this Christmas
and do our bit against communism.

Were it not for the existence of power-
ful Communist governments, in Russia,
and elsewhere, the House of Repre-
sentatives would not be in session today.
We could all be home this very moment.

We were called back to duty to resolve
one guestion and one alone, an amend-
ment that goes to the heart of our efforts
against eommunism. Only one item in
the foreign aid appropriation bill is in
dispute—the amendment to prohibit
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financing the Communists. It would
keep American tax dollars from giving
aid and comfort to Communist govern-
ments. It is as simple as that.

On this vote, you cannot hide behind
President Johnson'’s coattails. ‘The
President is already on record—yes, even
on the ConcrEssioNaL REcCORD—as plain
as day in favor of subsidized credit for
the Communists through the Export-
Import Bank. So for all practical pur-
poses, if you vote to give the President
discretion, you vote to help finance the
Communists. The President has an-
nounced how he will go, so you cannot
get by trying to pass the buck to him.

Yes, it is Christmas week, and we all
want to be home. And it may seem that
the easy way to get there is to reject the
motion to recommit the conference re-
port—and thus OK financing the Com-
munists.

But, is it really the easy way out?

How will you explain your vote—a vote
to aid Communist governments—to
your constituents who are in American
uniform in Europe, in South Vietnam, or
any of a thousand other foreign places—
American men who are away from home
on Christmas in order to meet the threat
posed by these same Communist gov-
ernments?

How will you explain voting to finance
the Communists to your constituents
who lost sons, brothers, and fathers
fighting communism in Xorea and
South Vietnam?

How will you explain your vote to any
constituent for that matter? Every con-
stituent is digging deep in his pocketbook
to help finance our billion-a-week outlay
for defense against communism.

Yes, it seems easy to cave in on this
issue. Let the Senate have its way. Let
the President go ahead with his an-
nounced determination to help finance
the Communists. That way, we can all
hurry home to the Christmas tree.

But how will you explain it to yourself
when, in the glow of the Christmas tree
lights, you look into the eyes of your own
trusting family?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. DoLE]l.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, the Demo-
cratic leadership by making the prestige
of President Johnson the issue may
finally in a third effort defeat the provi-
sion banning Government guarantees of
credit on grain sales, and sales of other
products to Russia and other Communist
countries.

The basic issue of whether it is morally
or legally right to guarantee Communist
countries credit has been glossed over.
Statements that indicate adoption of the
“anti-Red credit ban” would prevent
sale of wheat, or other commodities, to
Communist countries are erroneous for
in fact the provision would firm up what
our late President, John F. Kennedy,
stated on October 9 in approving sales to
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Russia and other countries for cash or
gold. The “Red credit ban” is referred
to as the “wheat amendment,” but in
fact Russia wants to buy industrial alco-
hol, fertilizer plants and many other
products. The “credit ban” provision
requires cash or gold in payment in-
stead of credit and has no bearing on
the sales of wheat, otherwise. It may
still be sold for cash or gold. The follow-
ing facts are completely ignored in fran-
tic Yuletide efforts to “bail out” the ad-
ministration.

First. Present Russian obligation from
World War I—with interest totals over
$620 million.

Second. So-called pipeline lend-lease
in World War II—that is material or-
dered by Russia and delivered at end of
war. The amount agreed to was over
$222 million—but nearly $206 million re-
mains unpaid.

Third. The $11 billion lend-lease
shipped to Russia during World War II—
we agreed to settle for $800 million—
Russia offered $300 million in full settle-
ment.

Fourth. Russia now owes the United
Nations nearly $43 million for unpaid
special assessments.

Fifth. That just 2 weeks ago J. Edgar
Hoover, FBI Director said—

We are at war with communism and the

sooner every red-blooded American realizes
this the safer we will be.

Sixth. That in the same bill containing
the “Red credit ban,” American tax-
payers are asked to ‘“shell out” nearly
$3 billion for foreign aid for what?
‘Why, to protect us from communism.

Seventh. That guarantee of Russian
eredit is a new departure for the Export-
Import Bank, in fact since its inception
in 1934 the Bank has never insured a
credit risk or extended credit to Russia,
Hungary, Red China, or any Communist
country except Yugoslavia which has
been treated “specially,” for some reason.

Eighth. That defense appropriations
this year exceeded $51 billion—all—we
are told—to protect us from communism.

These are but a few indisputable facts.
Most significant is the fact some 14,000
Americans are now in Vietnam fighting
communism and that 158 Americans
have made the supreme sacrifice—all—
we are told—to protect the free world
from communism.

No doubt President Johnson and the
Democratic leadership will win when
the vote is taken but do not forget what
were to be cash or gold may now
become credit transactions. Com-
mercial bankers and grain exporters are
relieved from any financial risk as this
will be assumed by the Export-Import
Bank in the event of default by any Com-
munist country. As usual the only pos-
sible loser will be the American tax-
payer as the Export-Import Bank is a
Government-chartered institution and
every dollar it has, or loses, belongs to
the taxpayers.

If we yield to political pressures today
are we not strengthening the hand of the
enemy? Is there any real indication
“relaxing of tensions” will become a
bilateral undertaking?

If Russia, or some other Communist
country can buy on credit of 18
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months, which I trust will be the mini-
mum, they can strengthen themselves in
some other area of their economy or
increase the pressures in other spots in
the world, such as Cuba or Berlin.

I doubt my banker, or any banker,
would lend or guarantee a nickel’s worth
of Russian credit—mnot even on the eve
of Christmas—something, incidentally
and unfortunately not recognized in
Communist Russia. To go down fight-
ing for principle is certainly honorable so
when you vote “remember the Alamo.”

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
have permission to extend their remarks
at this point in the REcoRD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr, Speaker, I find
it extremely strange that we are engaged
here in debate again today on a feature
of the foreign aid appropriation, the end
result of which can only harm more
segments of the American economy.
And I also find it strange to reconcile
the concern the executive branch of the
Government has for furthering the world
Communist movement, that has sworn to
bury us, and at the same time exhibit so
little concern toward a segment of our
domestic economy.

I have reference to the livestock in-
dustry of the United States that at the
present time is in an extremely pre-
carious position as a result of imports.
And although this effect of imports on
the livestock industry has been brought
to the attention of Secretary of Agricul-
ture Freeman, the Tariff Commission,
and President Johnson, nothing has been
done, although the corrective measures
are seemingly contained in section 301 of
the 1962 Trade Expansion Act. I also
find it difficult to account for the con-
cern for Communist nations and the
seeming unconcern for sections of the
U.S. economy other than livestock. For
instance, the administration has said
that grain farmers will stand to lose $600
million this year unless some type of a
wheat program is put into effect; yet this
administration has shown a distinct re-
luctance to come to the aid of the grain
farmer unless he was willing to put his
neck in a yoke and submit to farming
under full Government control. At the
same time we are asked fto grant the
President carte blanche as far as the
Communist nations are concerned, and
are not nearly so concerned with quali-
fying that need.

Now let us take a good hard close look
at what many of you and President John-
son are asking us to do today. The ad-
ministration has forecast a $600 million
loss to just one segment of agriculture
and since many Members have said right
on this floor that $1 in agriculture is
multiplied seven times, by simple arith-
metic you are hurting our national econ-
omy in the national interest—some
$4,200 million worth to say nothing of the
millions of dollars being lost daily in the
livestock industry and the textile in-
dustry.
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To summarize: What we are being
asked to do today is to pass a $3 billion
foreign aid appropriation bill carrying
an amendment authorizing the Export-
Import Bank to guarantee payment for
the sale of products to Communist coun-
tries, while at the same time the admin-
istration is ignoring domestic situations
costing many times more, although the
suffering industries are being forced to
pay their share of foreign aid.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, there
is no question as to the Christmas pres-
ent the President of the United States
wants from this House.

What he wants is as absolute and total
freedom and flexibility for the executive
branch in the field of foreign policy as
he is able to wring from elected repre-
sentatives of the American people who
have twice recorded on a bipartisan basis
their opposition to such a grant of power.

What he wants is a rubberstamp gift-
wrapped in a blank check.

The issue is no longer merely wheat for
Russia. The issue is no longer merely
the right of Congress to forbid financing
credit for the wheat transaction.

The issue is simply and inescapably
whether the House of Representatives is
to retain any meaningful controls on the
tax-supported fiscal policy aspects of our
foreign relations.

It may well be some time before the
full significance of the issue now before
this House dawns upon the American
people.

But that realization will come—and
with it will come a day of reckoning for
the leadership which, at this moment, is
employing every pressure factic in the
book to force a reversal of the twice-
declared will of this House.

I noted over the weekend a statement
in the press attributed to an unidentified
‘White House source to the effect that the
resistance to the administration in this
matter is an attempt by “midwestern
isolationists” to gain power over foreign
policy.

The administration must be desperate
indeed if it feels compelled to resurrect
this “bogyman.”

Back in 1949, a proposal was made in
connection with a foreign aid appropria-
tion bill to grant the executive branch
a completely free hand in the allocation
of appropriated foreign aid funds among
recipient nations.

It was no midwestern isolationist, but
a convert to internationalism and a
stanch supporter of foreign aid—the
late Senator Arthur Vandenberg of my
own State of Michigan—who rose in the
other body to denounce the suggestion as
“a proposal for the virtual creation of a
total, worldwide, war-lord power for the
White House.”

And that was the end of the matter—
for then.

We have gone a long way down the
road of legislative abdication since that
courageous outburst by Senator Vanden-
berg.

It was in connection with the 1957 for-
eign aid authorization bill that Chair-
man Richards of the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs declared:

Here you find the greatest flexibility power
ever given to any President of the United
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States. He can move funds all over the place
from one side of the world to the other.

During the debate on this bill in June
19586, I said on the floor of this House:

I do not detract one iota from my very
great respect for the present President of the
United States when I say that I am unwilling
to bestow this power upon any President.

I was not accused of partisan politics
when I made that statement. I could not
be so accused. I am a Republican and
the occupant of the White House when I
made that statement was Dwight D.
Eisenhower.

I am no more partisan when I say
today that I am unwilling to bestow total
freedom and flexibility of action of the
type demanded upon the present occu-
pant of the White House.

There can be no more justification for
the Congress or this House to abdicate
its right to impose restrictions on fiscal
policy when that policy relates to foreign
affairs than when it relates to domestic
affairs. In either instance, it is abdi-
cation.

And when that abdication grants to
any President complete discretionary au-
thority to extend credit or financial as-
sistance to Communist governments, it
is a doubly repugnant and intolerable ab-
dication.

It is an abdication to which I will never
knowingly be a party.

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, we should
not be considering this resolution today.
Twice before the House has gone on
record as opposed to extending credit to
the Communists,

Now it seems the debate centers around
whether or not credit will be extended
through the Export-Import Bank. I
want the record to show that at least one
Member, this Member, although certain-
ly there must be many more who do not
believe we should do any business with
the Communists, not in food, not in any
product. This resolution would permif
the President to do business with Rus-
sians in any product.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, the
debate on this issue has made much of
the position of the President in the field
of foreign policy.

Some Members have contended that
the President is uniquely and exclusively
responsible in our dealings with foreign
nations. But, Mr, Speaker, the Consti-
tution vests in the Congress very clear-
cut responsibilities.

It is true that the President makes
treaties by and with the advice of the
Senate. The Constitution also directs
that he receive ambassadors and other
public ministers.

But, Mr. Speaker, the Constitution also
vests in Congress the power to regulate
commerce with foreign nations, and the
issue now before us lies four-square
within that congressional responsibility.

The Constitution also vests in the
Congress the determination of the ex-
penditure of public money in the area of
foreign relations.

The Congress should be as jealous to
exercise its constitutional responsibilities
as it is willing to implement the consti-
tutional responsibilities of the other two
branches of Government.
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Senate Amendment No. 20, as revised
by the conferees, delegates to the Presi-
dent the determination of what is in the
national interest. The Congress should
not abdicate its responsibilities here.

We, as the representatives of the
American people, should ourselves deter-
mine the national interest, and, for my-
self, I believe it would be against our
national interest to guarantee the credit
of the Soviet Union or any other Com-
munist country.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, every
Member of this body who votes to au-
thorize the President to give credit to
Communist countries to buy goods is
voting to aid communism. The only
possible effect of such credit is a net plus
for communism and a net minus for
Americans, whether the goods the Com-
munist nations buy are wheat or corn
or ball bearings.

Such a vote is, in truth, a Christmas
credit eard for Khrushchev to be paid for
by the American taxpayer. It is a credit
card that will make the Communist bloc
stronger. It is something the House has
no business doing—no business yielding
on to the other body—no business sub-
stituting for what we were once told
by the Democrat administration was to
be a hard cash transaction for gold to
help our balance-of-payments deficit.

Every pressure in the book has been
brought to bear upon the membership
on the other side of the aisle to vote for
this credit card to communism. And
thanks to the voters of America there
are a sufficient number of Democrats in
this body to assure that when we vote
today in all probability the vote will be
to charge more Christmas gifts for Com-
munist nations to the already over-
burdened American taxpayer.

Mr, Speaker, I hope that every Mem-
ber of the House who votes “no” today
will take the message of the full signifi-
cance of an unwise vote of “Yes” to the
people of his district again and again
from now until our people can express
their will at the polls next November.

Never has there been a more clear-cut
abdication of congressional responsibility
to the American people. Never will there
be presented a more glaricrg example of
political pressure for sheer power at the
expense of the national security. Never
will there be shown a more erass and
blatant steamroller in disregard of fiseal
responsibility by an organized and de-
termined Democrat leadership both in
this House and from 1600 Pennsylvania
Avenue. It is said by some of the more
experienced among the opposition that
this is just another vote and that it will
soon be forgotten. The suggestion is
made that it is not the vote but the per-
sonality of incumbents that determines
their reelection. Well, it is time the
American voter paid some real attention
to how the incumbent candidate has
voted. Today’s vote to aid communism
to the tune of hundreds of millions of
taxpayers” dollars in a bill appropriating
§3 billion to fisht communism is some-
thing no candidate should ever be al-
lowed to forget, nor should the voters
when he seeks reelection. It cannot be
explained away against zny competent
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opponent. Such a vote is a monument
to infamy.

What are a few simple unvarnished
facts in the situation we face today?

First. Any financial aid we give to
Communist nations frees an equal
amount to these nations to devote to
other purposes in the cold war, be
they propaganda leaflets, military sala-
ries or the manufacture of bombs.

Second. Without the extension of Ex-
port-Import Bank credit to back up
Communist promises to pay American
exporters, there is little likelihood that
any exporter would sell to Communist
buyers without having dollars on the line
in advance.

Third. Communist nations already
owe us hundreds of millions of dollars
that they have promised to pay but have
not paid, ranging from U.N. assessments
to lend-lease. This is no time for
Christmas presents. We should stand
firm and collect what is due us before
there is even falk of credit.

Fourth. Agricultural products that
may be purchased with such Eximbank
credit are already subsidized for export
in an amount of roughly 60 cents per
bushel. This subsidy should never be
paid by the American taxpayer for ship-
ments to Communist nations, let alone
giving a credit card to Communists to
purchase such products, adding insult
to injury.

Mr. Speaker, I urge every Member to
stand firm for America and the free
world today and to vote against this
credit to the enemy. This is not only a
matter of fundamental principle—it is
commonsense as well. The American
people do not want fax money collected
from them to be given away to friendly
foreign nations unless it is urgently in
the national interest. Under no ecir-
cumstances do they want their taxes
used to help unfriendly Communist
nations.

A vote to give a credit card to Ehru-
shehev is just that. The good people who
sent us here know better than to do this.
So should we.

I urge you to vote against allowing
any U.S. agency to be a guarantor of
loans to any Communist nation. It is
morally and practically wrong.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further request for time.

M. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield such time as he may consume to
the distinguished majority leader.

SWEARING IN OF MEMBER

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas, Mr., JAMES JARRELL PICKLE,
be permitted to take the oath of office to-
day. His certificate of election has not
arrived, but there is no contest and no
question has been raised with regard to
his election.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

‘Mr. HALLECK. . Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I am not
going to object, I just wanted to observe
that I have checked with our Texas peo-

December 24

ple on this side and they tell me there
1; no contest about the gentleman’s elec-
on.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know how he is
going to vote today. I rather assume he
will vote against us. But I hope, with
the indulgence of the Members on our
side, if he has come up here from Texas
to be here the day before Christmas, I
think we ought to let him vote.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, may I ob-
serve that the charity of our beloved
minority leader becomes not only him-
self but the season.

Mr. PICKLE appeared at the bar of the
House and took the oath of office.

WAIVING OF POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST THE CONFERENCE RE-
PORT ON THE BILL HR. 9499

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Casey].

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, as the gen-
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. ST.
Georce] stated, you really are not inter-
ested in listening to speeches. But there
has been the inference on the floor of
this House and in the press that anyone
who opposes the administration is show-
ing a distrust of President Johnson.

Mr. Speaker, I want this House and I
want everyone to know that I will take
great issue with anyone who distrusts
Lyndon B. Johnson. I would also take
great issue with anyone who challenges
his ability to fill this high office that he
now holds.

But, Members of the House, I want to
refresh your memory to this effect: This
proposal that we will vote on today is
tied in with an amendment which was
placed in the authorization bill last year,
section 620(f) of the authorization bill
which I happened to initiate and which
you saw fit to adopt, after amending it.
It was amended, if you will recall, to re-
quire some reporting to the Congress.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I was naive enough
to think that the report would be in such
form that I would know about it, also
being a Member of Congress. The re-
port was made, as required by law, but I
had no knowledge of it, and I am sure
most of you did not either, until the re-
port of the hearings of the subcommit-
tee of the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr, Passman] were released on the 1st
of October. They were marked “secret”
when they were reported. They were
marked “secret” with a class 4, I believe
it is—group 4, downgraded at 3-year in-
tervals, declassified after 12 years.

I do not blame President Kennedy for
that. I doubt if he knew that someone
got happy with a rubber stamp and
stamped this thing.

But, Mr. Speaker, I have faith in this
Congress and in this House, and I take
issue with anyone who says that this
Congress and this House does not have
a right to say something about how our
money is going to be spent.

If you will recall, one of our ambassa-
dors retired a while back and called us
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“provineial” and stated that we had no
business meddling with the country’s
foreign affairs, that domestic affairs and
activities were getting superior to our
State Department affairs. He proposed
a Secretary of State similar to a prime
minister,

You recall I took issue with him on the
floor of this House on that.

Do not vote today on a distrust of Lyn-
don B. Johnson, because if this House
sees fit to give him that authority I think
he will carry it out better than anyone
has ever fulfilled the obligations of that
office. But I want it clearly understood
that my vote today is cast on my con-
vietion, my conscience of the duty of the
office I have been elected to uphold. I
do not agree with the delaying tactics
that have been going on on this side of
the aisle one bit. We are going to have
to face the issue. I would rather have
faced it 2 or 3 days ago than have gone
through what I have been going through,
being torn up about having to oppose my
beloved President. Vote your con-
science, but by all means bear in mind
that the man who holds the office of
President will fulfill that duty better
than anyone, in my opinion, has ever ful-
filled it before.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, this situation that has
prevailed here the last few days will
be written into the history of the coun-
try and the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of
what has happened this morning will
probably be used as a precedent for this
sort of issue. I do not think we ought
to vote on this resolution until there is
at least some statement here of what
the real issue is on the part of those who
are voting to sustain the House con-
ferees; that is, voting for the amend-
ment put on by the House and voted on
twice and successfully carried twice.

There is a lot of politics hanging
around all this. I do not think politics
ought to be considered. The issue is too
basic. I think we ought to be voting on
what our consciences dictate on the
particular issue, and the particular is-
sue with some of us is this, and I will
have to be right plain spoken about it—
we do not want to extend credit to the
Soviet Union.

Why do we not want to do that? I
doubt that there is a Member of the
House that, notwithstanding all the past
history of our relations with that coun-
try and our present situation of rela-
tionship to it, I doubt if there is a man
or woman in this House who, if the Rus-
sian people were starving and did not
have any money or resources, would
refuse to give them the wheat. That is
the history of this country. But the Rus-
sians are buying wheat all over the
world, and we are told that they are sell-
ing their gold and paying for it. But
they apparently do not want to pay cash
to us—we are still “Uncle Sap.”

When this situation first arose I was
one that announced that I was willing
to sell Russia some wheat if they needed
it, but I wanted it “cash on the bar-
relhead,” and I still want it cash on
the barrel. Why should not some of us
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be hardhearted and businesslike and
demand cash on the barrel? History
again. What is the status of the ob-
ligations of the Russians to this coun-
try? We loaned them $11 billion worth
of goods and services in World War II
under the lend-lease policy—$11 billion.
Have they paid it? Not one plugged
nickel.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr, SMITH of Virginia. I will yield

to the gentleman in just a minute.

These Members on the left who are
yelling “Vote!” “Vote!” are carrying out
their usual conduct; they do not want
anybody else to do any talking when
thieg do not agree with what is being
said.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 3 addi-
tional minutes.

Now, you on the left can yell “Vote”
some more. As I was saying when in-
terrupted, they still owe $11 billion that
we advanced to them when they were
with their backs to the wall. Subsequent
to that we advanced them in goods and
services $230-odd more millions. Have
they showed any disposition to pay that?
No.

I wonder if they have paid their dues
to the United Nations which have been
in default for years. Now let us just
be frank about this thing and let us not
be afraid to lay the cards on the table.
We have been running from potential
enemies for the last 15 years and I
am getting tired of running away.

Mr, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to
the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECE. Will not the gentle-
man agree with me, it is most basic that
if we advance credit to the Russians and
Communists, we improve their capacity
to cause trouble all around the world and
that includes trouble in Cuba. But if
we make them pay cash on the barrel-
head for whatever they need whether it
be wheat or anything else then that di-
minishes their capacity for causing
trouble.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Well, I think
it is a good policy to make them pay
anyway.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I had not
intended to say one word about this mat-
ter. I appreciate the fact that the gen-
tleman from Virginia has been so help-
ful in bringing this matter to a final dis-
position. But when the issue is put
solely on the basis which he mentions I
think some refutation must be in order.

The real issue here is the image and
authority of our new President around
the world. Are we going to give Com-
munist and free nations alike the impres-
sion that he does not have, in the per-
formance of his responsibilities as the
repository of American foreign policy,
the complete confidence of the Congress
and the American people? President
Johnson succeeded to office by succes-
sion after a base assassination, and the
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question in all nations is, do the Ameri-
can people have a leader? Would the
Congress want to convey the impression
that we would want to tie the President’s
hands or to limit his authority when we
did not do this to either of his predeces-
sors, President Eisenhower or President
Kennedy? Any such action would
weaken the President’s authority in deal-
ing with other nations and in conse-
quence would weaken the United States.

The issue never has been whether or
not we are going to help the Com-
munists., This Congress is united as al-
ways in its fight to strengthen the free
world as against the Communist world.

The issue never has been the exten-
sion of credits to Communist nations.
The Export-Import Bank is only going
to extend credit in the usual way to pri-
vate shippers who are selling non-
strategic materials. We are helping
Americans sell surplus American com-
modities to buyers of their own choice,
and this is certainly in the national
interest.

We cannot tie the hands of our new
President in his first battle on foreign
affairs. World reaction to this would
be lasting and detrimental to the inter-
ests of all Americans and of all the people
of the free world.

I would like to insert into the Recorbp,
under leave to extend my remarks, a
paper which I received today from the
Department of State. It outlines the
thinking of administration officials on
the central issues involved in the argu-
ment over authorization of Export-
Import Bank guarantee credits. I be-
lieve it does much to clarify the issues,

1. We accept the conference report which
requires a Presidential decision before any
Export-Import Bank guarantee of payment
could be made on transactions with the So-
viet Union or Eastern European countries.

2. We do not know whether a wheat sale
will be concluded by the Soviet traders and
American wheat dealers. If agreement is
reached, we do not know whether the Boviets
will ask for a deferred payment rather than
a cash transaction. If the issue does arise,
the President would make a declsion as to the
national interest on the recommendation of
the Secretaries of State, Defense, and
Treasury.

3. On its wheat purchases from Canada
the Soviet Union is paying cash and it may
do so here. However, the Soviet Union will
refuse to deal with the United States If it
is the object of discrimination by law with
respect to credit terms.

4. The wheat sale to the Soviet Union, if
it materializes, will be in the national in-
terest, bringing in needed gold and foreign
exchange, reducing our expensive surpluses,
saving storage charges and interest for the
U.S. taxpayer and benefiting farmers and
traders.

5. Such sales are consistent with long-
standing U.S. policy. The United States has
never had a policy of refusing to sell non-
strateglc goods to Soviet bloc countries. As
a corollary of this policy, normal financing
facilities should be available to U.S. export-
ers. Such facilities are avallable to Amer-
ican competitors abroad. i

6. The extension of guarantees of payment
on commodity sales and other export trans-
actions is a normal Export-Import Bank
function. Such guarantees are ordinarily
used in connection with sales of commodi-
ties and other products to foreign countries
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where deferred payment terms are extended.
The Export-Import Bank has had this au-
thority since its creation in 1934, including
authority to guarantee payment on commer-
cial exports to Communist bloc countries.

7. Sales like the wheat sale will use up
scarce Soviet and Communist bloc gold
zeserves on consumption expenditures so
that they cannot be used for military pur-
poses or investment in heavy industry.

8. The Soviet Union is in the process of

Important declsions concerning the
allocation of its resources and the handling
of its quarrel with Communist China. So-
viet officials will be watching carefully any
moves by the U.S. Government to see
whether, under the new President, the
United States is going to change its policy
of seeking to reduce the dangers of war
and to strengthen peace. The Soviet Gov-
ernment will doubtless consider the pro-
posed amendment to the ald bill as such a
change.

9. The Soviet people would regard this ac-
tion as an attempt to exploit their difficul-
ties and as an indication of the implacable
hostility of the American people. This
would also be a blow to our efforts toward
peace.

10. Americans should not be fooled Into be-
lieving that by depriving the Russian people
of better quality bread we are reducing the
threat of communism. The present Rus-
slan regime will be able to survive even
without our wheat, and it will be able to
divert the blame for short bread rations
in the Soviet Union to us.

11. This blll would affect not only the
Soviet Union, but other Eastern European
countries as well. Some of the Communist
countries of Eastern Europe are showing
slgns of wanting to reduce their economic
dependence on the Soviet Union. They
would like to use their foreign exchange to
purchase products of the free world. By
trading with these countries on commercial
terms and in nonstrategic items, we can en-
courage this growing tendency toward
independence.

12. The Export-Import Bank guarantees do
not provide aid to the Soviet Union. They
afford financial facilities to United States ex-
porters to enable them to engage in ordinary
commerclal competition with other Western
exporters. Vallant and successful eflorts
have been made by the Export-Import Bank
to place our exporters in a position of equal-
ity with their competitors abroad. It is es-
sentlial that this position be maintained when
it is in our own country’s interest to do so.

13. The bill does not provide funds for
Export-Import Bank loans or guarantees.

These are derived from Treasury borrowing
authority under the Export-Import Bank Act
of 1945. Thus, the rider in the aid appropri-
ation bill is wholly inappropriate. It is un-
acceptable for the House to extort this elim-
Ination of longstanding Presldential discre-
tion as a condition for achieving an ald
appropriation.

14. The Senate has twice rejected the pro-
posal after full hearings before the appropri-
ate committee and after extensive debate.

15. The argument has unfortunately be-
come hilghly partisan. If the sales now
contemplated are made, all Americans will
benefit. Democrats and Republicans alike.
Partisanship is especlally inappropriate
where, as here, there has not been the fullest
exploration In the House of Representatives
of the underlying United States national in-

terest. The House Republican leadership is
' playing partisan politics with the national
interest.

16. The rider affects not only wheat sales
but all other potential commercial sales of
agricultural or other products to the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe.

17. It is of utmost and urgent importance
that the House accept the conference report,

_to which the President has agreed.
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Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I hope we may adopt this resolution
unanimously and get through with this
matter.
2 Mr, Speaker, I move the previous ques-
on.
The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
CONFERENCE REPORT"

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the resolution just adopted, I call
up the conference report on the bill (H.R.
9499) making appropriations for foreign
ald and related agencies, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1964, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1091)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
9499) making appropriations for foreign ald
and related agencles for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1964, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 6, 10, 13, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31,
32, and 33,

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 2, 3, 7, 12, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, and 24, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$155,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment Insert “$116,000,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$330,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert "$375,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$375,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 11: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
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ment Insert “$687,300,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same;

Amendment numbered 15: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert "$92,100,000""; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 16: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment Insert "“$19,900,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 14, 20, 22,
25, and 26.

O110 E. PASSMAN,
J. VAUGHAN GaRy,
WinLiam H. NATCHER,
JoHN J. REoDES (I reserve
on amendment No. 20),
GERALD R. Forb (I reserve
on amendment No. 20),
Managers on the Part of the House.

Jorn O. PASTORE,

MIigE MONRONEY,

GaLE W. McGEE,

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,

MmiTon R. YOUNG,

MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the further conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9499)
making appropriations for foreign aid and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1964, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following statement in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report as to each of such amendments,
namely:

TITLE I—FOREIGN AID (MUTUAL SECURITY)

Economic Assistance

Amendment No. 1, Development grants:
Appropriates $155,000,000 instead of $150,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $176,~
000,000 as proposed by the Senate. None of
the reduction in the amount allowed is to be
applied against the malaria control program.

Amendments Nos. 2 and 3, American hos-
pitals and schools abroad: Insert language
proposed by the Senate and delete language
proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 4, International organiza-
tions and programs: Appropriates $116,000-
000 instead of $100,000,000 as propased by
the House and $130,903,000 as proposed by
the Senate. None of the reduction in the
amount allowed is to be applied against the
Children’s Fund,

Amendment No. 5, Supporting assistance:
Appropriates $330,000,000 instead of $300,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $380,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 6, Contingency fund: Ap-
propriates $50,000,000 as proposed by the
House instead of $32,900,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 7 and 8, Inter-American
social and economic cooperation program:
Insert language proposed by the Senate and
appropriate $135,000,000 instead of $100,000,-
000 as proposed by the House and $180,000,-
000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9, Alllance for Progress,
development loans: Appropriates $375,000,-
000 instead of $350,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $425,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.
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Amendment No. 10, Alllance for Progress,
development grants: Appropriates $80,000,-
000 as proposed by the House instead of
$100,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, 11, Development loans:
Appropriates $687,300,000 instead of £600,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $800,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 12, Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate relating to the use of
deobligated funds.

Amendment No. 13, Military assistance:
Appropriates $1,000,000,000 as proposed by
the House instead of $977,700,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

Amendment No. 14, General provisions:
Reported in disagreement.

TITLE I—FOREIGN AID (OTHER)

Amendments Nos. 156 and 16, Peace Corps:
Appropriate $92,100,000 instead of $88,000,-
000 as proposed by the House and $98,100,000
as proposed by the Senate; and provide that
not to exceed $19,900,000 shall be available
for administrative expenses instead of $19,-
500,000 as proposed by the House and $20,-
800,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 17, Ryukyu Islands: Pro-
vides that not to exceed $2,300,000 shall be
available for administrative and information
expenses as proposed by the Senate instead
of $2,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No, 18, Assistance to refugees
in the United States: Appropriates $39,717,-
137 as proposed by the Senate Instead of
$56,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 19, Investment in Inter-
Amerlcan Bank: Inserts language proposed
by the Senate.

TITLE III—EXPORT-IMPORT BANK
OF WASHINGTON

Amendment No. 20, reported in disagree-
ment.

TITLE IV—LEGISLATIVE BRANCH

Amendment No. 21, Senate: Inserts head-
ing as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 22, reported in disagree-
ment.

Amendments Nos. 23 and 24: Insert head-
ing and appropriate $190,000 for miscellane-
ous items as proposed by the Senate.

Amendments Nos. 26 and 26, reported in
disagreement.

TITLE V—INDEFPENDENT OFFICES
New Jersey Tercentenary Celebration
Commission

Amendment No. 27, deletes the proposal
of the Senate to appropriate $150,000 for
the Commission as there is no authorization
for this appropriation.

TITLE VI—CLAIMS AND JUDGMENTS AND GENERAL
PROVISIONS
Amendments Nos. 28-33: Insert section
numbers.

Orro E. PASSMAN,

J. VaucHAN GARY,

WiLniam H. NATCHER,

Joun J. RaopEs (I reserve on
amendment No. 20),

GERALD R. Forp (I reserve on
amendment No. 20),

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. Forp].

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, at the out-
set, I would like to make a comment
about an article which appeared in the
Sunday morning papers to the effect
that the opposition to the administration
on this issue was headed by so-called
midwestern isolationists. I have been
here 15 years, and from the very
outset I have supported the foreign aid
program. There is ample evidence to
that effect in the recorded votes every
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year in this Congress. I have supported
the late Preisdent, John F. Kennedy,
when the going was fairly tough, against
my chairman, the gentleman from Loui-
siana [Mr. Passman], and I supported
former President Eisenhower and, as a
relatively new Member, I supported Mr.
Truman when this program was virtually
started. So any comment to the effect
that people who oppose it are “midwest-
ern isolationists” is clearly inaccurate.

Now let us get down to the nub of the
issue. The problem is whether or not
we will authorize the Export-Import
Bank, an agency of the Federal Govern-
ment, to guarantee credit for Commu-
nist countries. Those Communist coun-
tries are those that would qualify under
section 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961. Now, who are they? They
are the Peoples Republic of Albania, the
Peoples Republic of Bulgaria, the Peoples
Republic of China, the Czechoslovakian
Socialist Republic, the German Demo-
crat Republic—East Germany, Estonia,
the Hungarian Peoples Republic, Latvia,
Lithuania, the North Korean Peoples
Republic, North Vietnam, Outer Mon-
golia-Mongolian Peoples Republic, the
Polish Peoples Republic, the Rumanian
Peoples Republic, Tibet, the Federal
Peoples Republic of Yugoslavia, Cuba,
and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics. This is a total of 18 coun-
tries who would be authorized to receive
credit from an agency of the Federal
Government.

Let us get down to just how this might
work. I am going to oversimplify it,
but here is, to be frank, the guts of the
issue. This is a typical banking trans-
action. I have borrowed money. I sus-
pect there have been others in the House
of Representatives who have likewise
taken advantage of that opportunity to
borrow money from one of the local
Washington banks. What happens on
such a transaction is similar, to a degree,
to what will transpire on these deals
with Communist countries.

As I understand the proposed trans-
action, there will be certain exporters
in the United States who will buy grain
from the Commodity Credit Corporation.
They will buy grain on the basis that
they have a commitment from the Soviet
Union or from any one of the other 17
listed Communist countries who qualify
under 620(f) of the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961. You will find on this note
the name of the exporter. The person
who signs the note will be the Soviet
Union or any one of the 17 other Com-
munist countries.

But then on the back of the note,
when our credit—yours or mine—is not
too good, you always have an endorser.
That endorser, by placing his name on
the back of the note, helps your credit.
I have had that experience. I have used
the Federal Government under the GI
bill to buy a house. In fact, I am still
paying on the mortgage. But I got a
better rate of interest, did I not? I got
4 percent because the Federal Govern-
ment guaranteed it.

Now, this is exactly why under this
legislation the Soviet Union and 17 other
countries can get a better rate of interest
in paying for the grain they buy from
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an exporter who previously had bought
it from the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion. You will have the exporter’s name
as the payee, you will have the Soviet
Union as the payor, and on the back, if
this legislation goes through, you will
have the Export-Import Bank of the
U.S. Government. Now, I seriously ques-
tion whether the taxpayers of this coun-
try want an agency of the Federal
Government to be a guarantor for a loan
to a Communist country. I just do not
believe my constituents want me to
authorize an amendment that will tell
the Export-Import Bank, a bank which
has been funded by their tax money, that
they should guarantee a loan for 18 Com-
munist-dominated countries.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I certainly will.

Mr. GARY. Is it not true that this
amendment, instead of authorizing the
bank to make these loans, prevents the
bank from making the loans?

Mr. FORD. The gentleman is correct
as far as the first five or six lines of the
amendment are concerned. It does ban
those loans to Communist-dominated
countries. Those first five or six lines
were the lines that were in the House bill
under the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FinpLEY]
and in the motion to recommit by the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSENI.
However the conference, over my objec-
tion, has added four or five other lines,
Those lines are the lines which would
permit the President to make a deter-
mination that if in his judgment it is in
the best interest of our country, then, on
this note, 18 countries will be the bene-
ficiaries of a guarantee by the U.S. tax-
payers’ banking agency of the Govern-
ment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman has con-
fined his remarks to wheat. Is it not true
that the amendment deals with the sale
of any product to the Communists?

Mr. FORD. Of course it does. It can
deal with any product. The language of
the amendment so provides.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FINDLEY. Is it not also true that
the President already has publicly made
his determination on this issue? In a
letter published in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp last week he made it clear that
he believes that these sales to Communist
countries are in the public interest, are
in the national interest. So the deter-
mination is already made and what we
are voting on is squarely the issue
whether we are going to help the Com-
munists. We cannot cling to President
Johnson’s coattails on this issue. We
cannot pass the buck to him. He has al-
ready said how he would act.

Mr. FORD. He has indicated in a
tentative way that he would take such
action.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman.
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Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
commend my colleague from Michigan
for putting this issue in proper focus. It
seems clear to-me that to extend credit
and guarantee loans is to extend aid. It
is inconceivable to me that within the
four corners of one bill we could request
our taxpayers, our constituents, to fi-
nance both sides of the cold war. It
seems to me that we ought to get on one
side or the other. Therefore, I commend
my colleague, and I urge that we insist
on the House position in this regard.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate very much the comments about the
charge that this was an effort by the iso-
lationist Midwest to take over the policy
of the Nation. As a member of the Com-
mittee on NATO Unity, a committee of
which the gentleman in the well is also
a member, I think I can state with some
pride that the Republican side of this
House has taken strong initiative in be-
half of the international institutions to
strengthen the free world. The only
thing we are trying to isolate is Commu-
nists from the American tax dollars.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp]l has
expired.

Mr., PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
an additional 314 minutes to the gentle-
man,

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, as I indi-
cated, under section 620(f) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 there are 18
countries that qualify or would qualify
for credit under this provision if you
adopt it. I have 18 blank notes in my
hand.

There is a possibility that the Soviet
Union would have an Export-Import
Bank endorsement on the back of its
note. Cuba also qualifies under this sec-
tion of the authorization act.

There is a possibility that they would
have the Export-Import Bank endorse-
ment, Also, the Rumanian People’s Re-
public could qualify for a note. The
Outer Mongolian People’s Republic could
qualify, North Vietnam could qualify, the
Hungarian People’s Republic could qual-
ify, and you can go right down the list,
18 in all.

Mr. Speaker, as for myself, I do not
intend to support an amendment that
would permit the Export-Import Bank
to endorse and guarantee such loans
where the beneficiary will he a Commu-
nist country, in the form of lower inter-
est rates.

Mr, ANDREWS of North Dakota.
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from North Dakota. _

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota.
This in no way prohibits the sale of
wheat to any country, does it?

Mr. FORD. It does not.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. If
the gentleman will yield further, it only
prohibits the giving of our credit to Com-
munist and pro-Communist countries.

Mr. FORD. Any one of these coun-
tries, if the administration wants to
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make a deal, can pay cash on the barrel-
head and the sale can be made.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
too would like to join in commending
our distinguished colleague, the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Forp] for his
excellent statement this morning.

Mr. Speaker, do we want the Export-
Import Bank, financed by our Federal
funds, to insure payment by the Soviet
Union of any surplus wheat it purchases
in the United States?

That, in essence, is the choice we have
before us today in this amendment.

There are a number of reasons why I
oppose this amendment and why I will
vote against it. Strangely enough, most
of the reasons for my position were pre-
sented by the majority in its arguments
in favor of this amendment.

The first was the statement that the
President might not need to ever invoke
the provisions of this bill. If this
amendment is not considered absolutely
necessary, if it is not an integral part
of the agreement for the sale of surplus
grain to the Soviet Union, then what are
we doing here?

I, for one, cannot buy this argument
that the right of the President to deter-
mine foreign policy and to implement
such policy is on the line with this
amendment.

This issue is primarily a question of
foreign trade, clearly under the Con-
stitution a jurisdiction of this Congress.
Its foreign policy impact is secondary.

The Congress is being asked to give
away another portion of its power and
to turn over this power to the executive
branch, a path we have followed on far
too many ocecasions in the past.

If there were good and sufficient rea-
sons why this amendment should be
made law, if they were presented to Con-
gress, then, in an emergency situation,
the Congress might see fit to grant such
discretionary powers for a limited period
of time.

But, as far as I have been able to de-
termine from the debate on these issues
over the past few days, there is no such
real emergency, although there appear
to be attempts to manufacture one.

Further, there is no time limit on this
discretionary power. It would remain
a permanent additional power of the
executive branch.

Next, there is nothing in the wording
of the amendment we are considering
which would limit these additional pow-
ers simply to this one deal with Russia
for surplus grain. 1

It could be used in similar deals with
Red China or Albania, or any other
Communist bloc country, and they need
not be limited to wheat. 1

The second argument is that, through
some peculiar alchemy known only to
Madison Avenue public relations ex-
perts, the President will suffer a loss in
something called prestige if this amend-
ment is defeated.

I do not think so. The President is far
too capable, far too efficient a man to
suffer a loss of stature because of this
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one vote on an amendment to a foreign
aid appropriation bill,

His integrity and his position of re-
spect in the eyes of the American people
and the world are too high to be tL.reat-
ened, much less damaged, by what hap-
pens here today on this amendment.

However, I have my doubts about the
amount of respect the Congress will be
able to command if it slices off another
large hunk of its responsibility and hands
it over to the executive branch with the
comment,: “Here, this is too hot for me to
handle.”

We have done little enough these past
11 months which could be called con-
structive. A great many of us here in
the House realize that. Let us not end
this seemingly endless session by throw-
ing away another piece of our duty.

As I understand from the debate, a
tentative deal has been made with the
Russians for a downpayment of one-
fourth, and the payment of an additional
one-fourth every 6 months until the
balance is paid.

My question is: Why?

Has the Soviet Union pleaded poverty?
Has the Government of the U.S.S.R.
stated that it does not have the money
to pay for its purchases and needs credit
terms? If so, that fact most certainly has
not been brought out in the thousands of
words which have been spoken and
written on this topic during the past few
weeks.

In fact, we have every reason to be-
lieve that the Soviet Union has the means
to pay cash on the barrelhead for our
wheat if its government so desires.

Before we start guaranteeing the loans
of those who have vowed to bury us,
either literally or figuratively depending
upon your interpretation of Premier
Khrushchev's words, we ought to take
a look at what sort of credit risk is
offered.

I am afraid the record is rather dis-
mal. The Soviet has not paid us for
World War I debts, much less World War
II debts, and only partial payment has
been made for those goods received after
V-J Day.

As many of my colleagues know, I have
been a constant supporter of a sound,
firm foreign policy. I have been an ad-
vocate of an efficient, economical foreign
aid program.

Because I believe in both of these, I
cannot vote for this amendment. It
would be a divorce by Congress of its
constitutional responsibility and another
example where dollars might be substi-
tuted for brains in carrying out those
actions necessary to the security of the
United States.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-~
tleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. QUIE. I think it should be
pointed out that the Russians deal with
private exporters in this country. That
is the way we do business in this country.
If there is wheat for sale, Cuba can buy
it in that way. We do not have govern-
ment-to-government transactions. In
order to prohibit it, we should also be
opposed to the granting of credit. We
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look at this as aid to the Russians, but
in this country you have to deal with
private exporters and not the Govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I endorse the statement
of the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to my colleague
from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend my colleague from
Michigan for the stand which he has
taken on this issue. I want the record
to show that on this day before Christ-
mas that I as one Member of Congress
do not intend to participate in any
Christmas present to Mr. Khrushchev.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. WIDNALL. It has been said by
some that this is only normal relations
between the countries. Would this be
the first time in history that our Gov-
ernment has given a credit guarantee to
a Communist counfry?

Mr. FCRD. I am not certain about
that, but I am certain of this: We have
never granted credit to a debtor who
owed the United States almost $11 bil-
lion.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
315 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr: STAGGERS].

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, there
are two sides to every question. We
have heard one side so far this morning
that we are either voting for commu-
nism or against communism. The
United States today is committed to
other countries around this world. We
are voting more than $50 billion yearly,
to wage the cold war. Our boys are
stationed at bases ranging from Ger-
many down into India, and South Korea
and in South Vietnam. Some of our
boys are being killed. We are waging
a total war. The Communists have said
they would bury us, and we as a Nation
and a people are committed to the de-
struction and obliteration of the Commu-
nist ideology.

Now, this question in my opinion boils
down to this: We are either going to
trust the Commander in Chief of the
greatest and the best equipped military
force in the world to wage total war
against communism, or we are not going
to trust him. I am against communism
and every American in this House is
against it. Anyone who suggests that
is not true and impugns the motives of
any man on either side of the aisle is
not speaking the truth. That is just
how plain it is, because communism is
repulsive, it is repugnant, it is revolting
to any freethinking American citizen, or
any free citizen around the world.

Now, Mr. Speaker, what we are doing
is this: We will be saying to the world
we do not trust the President of the
United States to do his sworn duty. We
are hitting at him. Why do we not ques-
tion and attack some of his larger re-
sponsibilities? He is the Commander in
Chief of the greatest army in the world.
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He has the power to push the button to
determine life or death for civilization.
Why do we not say: We do not trust you
in anything?

The amendment says he cannot extend
this credit unless it is in the national in-
terest. Then, we say: “No, we are not
going to let him determine what is the
national interest.” But we say we do
not trust him. This amendment is sim-
ple. The way it is written it says he
cannot extend credit unless it is in the
national interest.

Mr. Speaker, I say any man who votes
azainst the compromise conference re-
port is not voting to uphold the arm of
the President of the United States to
wage all-out total war against commu-
nism.

President Johnson, on the day after
Pearl Harbor, left this body and enlisted
in the Armed Forces of the United States.
How many other Members of Congress
did that? How many today, if we went
to war, would enlist? But he did just
that. Yet there are others who get up
and say we do not impugn his motives,
we just do not trust him.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CEDERBERG. Will the gentle-
man explain to me how you wage total
war against communism by giving them
aid?

Mr. STAGGERS, That isyour theory.
That is what you say, not me. You are
just evading the issue. This amendment
says he cannot extend credit—unless it
is in the national interest.

Mr. CEDERBERG. If the gentleman
will yield further, How is it in the na-
tional interest to give your potential
enemy credit?

Mr. STAGGERS. You are still evad-
ing the issue, I am against helping the
Communist cause in any and every way.
They are dedicated to the overthrow of
our Government and we are just as dedi-
cated to the destruction of the Commu-
nist ideology.

This is a war being waged on social,
economic, and religious fronts while the
instruments of death stand waiting or
are being used infrequently. In fact at
this stage it is a battle for the minds
of men.

Mr. CEDERBERG. I thought World
War II was also a battle of the minds.

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, World War II
was a battle of the minds, but it also was
a war waged with the most destructive
weapons known to man. Millions lost
their lives.

Mr, CEDERBERG. You explain the
theory.

Mr. STAGGERS. I cannot explain
the theory of communism. I do know it
is anti-God and against everything you
and I stand for. This war will be en-
gaged to the bitter end. The United
States and her allies will win, if we stay
prepared physically, mentally, and mor-
ally for we are religious people. Al-
mighty God will be on our side as long
as we stay prepared and do right—in His
eyes.
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Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT].

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, the
distinguished gentleman from Michigan
deserves a factual reply.

It is a fact that this amendment estab-
lishes no precedent. Under President
Eisenhower nonmilitary loans were
made to Communist countries, including
Poland, because it was felt they were in
the national interest. It obviously was
not then and is not now in the national
interest to establish a policy of never hav-
ing anything to do with a Communist
country. The nuclear test ban treaty
amply proves this point.

It is a fact that our national policy is
to reduce, if possible, cold war tensions,
and prove to nonalined countries the
sincerity of our humanitarian prineiples.
This is doubly important now that
there is a rift within the Communist
camp. The President, not the Congress,
must have the tools to use every oppor-
tunity to help our interest. This amend-
ment tells the President that the Con-
gress believes wheat and other commod-
ity sales should not be aided or permitted
unless he finds and reports that our in-
terest will be advanced. This respon-
sibility constitutionally, historically, and
rightly belongs to the President. And
that is all this amendment does.

It is a fact that the gentleman from
Michigan admits that the guarantees
permitted by the amendment through
the Export-Import Bank are financially
sound. The private American business-
man or exporter takes the primary risk
and if there should be nonpayment it
is primarily the private American who
would get hurt. The Export-Import
Bank only gives him some insurance.
This does not advance him, any country,
or anybody else one red American cent.
And the Export-Import Bank collects,
properly, a premium for their insurance
policy. All of our allies, England,
France, Germany, Japan, Canada, Aus-
tralia all do just this today. Do they
want to advance or help communism?
Of course not. They think in the long
run this shows and proves the failure
of communism to the world and to its
own people and forces Communists
to help the capitalists make a profit.
We would be a little daft to let our Re-
publican friends, for the sake of politics,
lead us up such a blind alley.

Lastly, it is a fact that the Russians
do owe us billions on World War II aid.
So does England and others. But Russia
has not defaulted on any commercial
obligations and will not because she can-
not afford to. This is a commercial not a
Government transaction.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment should
be adopted if our United States is not
made to look foolish to the outside
world. The only persons who get a
Christmas present from our action today
are the American people. They deserve
a merry Christmas. May we help them
and ourselves to have it.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. PuciNskil.
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Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I do
not agree with the anonymous spokes-
men referred to earlier today who say
that this is some sort of a plot by Mid-
west isolationists to make our American
foreign policy. I believe that the differ-
ence in this issue is an honest disagree-
ment among honest men. I think we
have a fundamental difference in views
on this matter and it is unfair to assail
those who disagree with us. One under-
stands it one way, another understands
it another way. This divergence is the
essence of our democracy. But to sug-
gest that anybody who votes for this
amendment, or votes to sustain the con-
ferees, is voting for communism is
equally wrong.

I do not trust the Communists any
more than I could throw this building.
However, I also believe the Export-Im-
port Bank does not trust them any more
than T do.

My colleague knows that before the
Export-Import Bank could guarantee
any credit on loans for sale of wheat to
Russia, it must first get a premium from
the American grain dealer who wants to
sell this wheat. Then, Mr. Speaker, and
this is the key we must consider in mak-
ing a final judgment, before the Export-
Import Bank can guarantee one penny
of credit to anyone, it must first obtain
collateral redeemable in gold from the
nation which would benefit from the
credit. Therefore, those who say we are
using taxpayers' money to feed the Com-
munists are making strangers of the
truth. The Export-Import Bank fol-
lows normal practices of international
business relationships established as
early as 1934. There is not an iota of
evidence before this Congress that the
Soviet Union has indicated it wants any
credit. Our late President Kennedy
said this is going to be a cash-on-the-
barrel deal. As far as we know, the So-
viet Union is paying cash to Canada to-
day. It is paying cash simply because it
does not want to pay the additional 5-
percent premium which it would have to
pay if it bought this wheat on any kind
of credit from American grain dealers.
We have no reason to believe that the
Soviet Union, if this wheat deal is con-
summated between this country and the
Soviet Union, is going to pay anything
but cash on delivery either in dollars or
gold. The Soviet Union apparently has
sufficient gold to back up these cash
payments.

We have been following this procedure
in international commerce since 1934.

We have given the Export-Import
Bank fthis authority. This is nothing
more than a guarantee to American
grain dealers, who are a segment of our
free enterprise, private enterprise, that
get into the stream of private interna-
tional commerce instead of foreign aid.
This program has been established for
many years. It was conducted under
previous administrations. The Export-
Import Bank is one of the most conserv-
ative institutions in the world. As a
matter of fact, the directors of that Bank
are good, solid Republicans. I doubt
very much whether this Export-Import
Bank would guarantee or underwrite any
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kind of credit unless they knew very well
that every single penny will be paid back,
because that is the record of the Export-
Import Bank.

So for anyone here today to suggest
that we are using taxpayers money to
feed the Communists is an assault on the
truth. There just is no substance to a
charge like that. What we are doing
here is helping American businessmen,
by underwriting their credit, get into
the stream of international commerce.
This whole Export-Import Bank was cre-
ated to encourage Americans to seek for-
eign business without jeopardizing their
investment in foreign nations.

Let us take an example. This sale of
wheat to Russia will be a ecash-on-the-
barrel deal, but there may be 30 or 60
days involved in the payment of the
money to the American grain dealer.
Such a delay in payment is a normal de-
lay in all transactions. Incidentally, I
want you to remember that this amend-
ment cuts across the board. This is not
just a matter involving the wheat sale
to Russia. This will affect the economy
of the agricultural community of our
Nation across the board. I think you
gentlemen from the rural areas ought to
think about this, too.

Let us assume an American business-
man enters into a deal to sell wheat to
the Soviet Union on a cash-and-carry
basis. It is going to take 60 days or
more to consumate that transaction. He
needs money to purchase the wheat
from American farmers of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for resale to
the Soviet Union. He goes to the Ex-
port-Import Bank and gets a guarantee
on his contract with the Soviet Union
for 60 days, and he must pay a premium
for the guarantee. He does not get it
for nothing, With the guarantee from
the Export-Import Bank, he can borrow
from his own bank to purchase the wheat
for resale to Russia. The Export-Im-
port Bank has been a model institution.
It has operated at a profit, and as far as
I know it has not lost a penny. So for
anyone here to argue that we are under-
writing or subsidizing or using American
taxpayers’ money to feed the Commu-
nists is just torturing the truth.

Mr. Speaker, my record here in Con-
gress of fighting communism is crystal
clear; I need never apologize for my
contributions to expose the full ugliness
of communism. But I would not be fair
with myself and my constituents if I
failed to point out there are many ways
to fight communism. One way is to sell
them our surplus wheat which is rotting
in our bins. I said previously, every
grain of wheat we send to Russia carries
with it a message of the total failure of
Communist despotism and the ultimate
triumph of American capitalism. How
does Mr. Khrushchey explain to his peo-
ple that Russia must send millions of dol-
lars worth of its gold to America to buy
our surplus stocks of wheat?

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, I hope the
amendment will be adopted because in
its present form, we clearly state we are
opposed to any credit to the Soviets un-
less and until the President informs Con-
gress such sales are in the public interest.
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I, for one, have sufficient trust in my
President to let him make that final
determination.
Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. RHODES].
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, I would first like to propound a
parliamentary inquiry, if I may.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, it is my understanding that the
first vote which will occur will be on the
conference report.

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. And
amendment No. 20 which is the so-called
wheat amendment is not part of the con-
ference report?

The SPEAKER. That is correct.
That will be considered by the House
separately.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. If Imay in-
quire further, Mr. Speaker, amendment
No. 20 will be brought up in disagree-
ment and on proper motion by the
gentleman from Louisiana, a separate
vote will occur at that time on amend-
ment No. 20.

The SPEAKER. The Chair under-
stands that a motion will be made
with respect to that amendment which is
in disagreement.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona.
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I have to disagree with
my friend, the gentleman from Illinois.
After all, if we guarantee payment of a
loan, there is a presupposition that per-
haps somebody will not pay the loan and
if the loan is not paid, then the guarantee
will be made good. And who will make it
good? The American taxpayer will make
it good. There is not any doubt about
that. This is a contingent liability. We
hope it will not become necessary for the
taxpayers to pick it up, but the mere fact
that there is so much agitation for this
type of legislation, it certainly indicates
at least that the commerical bankers of
this country would not have made this
loan, if they did not feel the guarantee
was necessary. These are prudent peo-
ple. They certainly would not be asking
for the guarantee if they did not feel
they needed it. So do not let anybody
have any doubt in their minds but what
possibly this will be a real liability which
will be brought up and which will be col-
lected from the American taxpayers.

It has not been said either that the
wheat which will be sold to the Commu-
nist nations—credit given—guaranteed
by the Export-Import Bank—will be sold
for less than the American Government
paid for it.

I have heard this deal called several
things. I have heard it called bushels
for Bolsheviks and I imagine there will
be some other names attached to it from
time to time. But let me say this. I
think the gentleman from Virginia was
absolutely right when he said that this
issue is really an issue whether or not we
think it is a good thing for the United
States of America to make this kind of a
sale.

Ithank the
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Now we have heard the charge of par-
tisanship made. You know, to me there
is a difference between partisanship and
honest convietion. I would agree with
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PucIinN-
sk1]; I think there are very definite
honest convictions on both sides of this
aisle. I certainly defy anyone to say
that when the Republican side voted—all
but three votes—for their position the
other night that this was partisanship.
You do not get that kind of consensus
from partisanship. ¥You get it from
conviction. And the people on this side
of the aisle are convinced that this is not
a good thing for the country.

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry that the
majority leader saw fit to try to define
the standards under which Lyndon John-
son will be declared to be either a strong
President or a weak President. In my
opinion, whatever he may be called by
history will be decided by what he does,
and not by what the House of Represent-
atives does. In my opinion, he has the
capacity to be a strong President and he
will be a strong President, but he does
not get to be a strong President because
the legislative body rolls over and plays
dead for him. He does not get to be a
strong President because the legislative
branch votes against its own convictions
and refuses to stand up to tell him that
in this instance we think he is wrong.
This is all that we are trying to do, and
so help me if I thought that my vote
today would blacken the escutcheon of
Lyndon Johnson as a strong President of
the United States, then I would not vote
the way I am going to vote. I do not
believe it—I think he is a much stronger
man, perhaps, than those who have set
what I think is a false standard for presi-
dential strength.

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, I like
what the gentleman has just said. It is
in line with what the gentleman from
Texas said. There are those who seek to
make disagreement the equivalent of dis-
trust. If we must agree with everything
that the President says or else be dis-
loyal or weaken our country, I think that
is a very dangerous doctrine.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I agree
with the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman men-
tioned the President. Does the gentle-
man have any knowledge as to whether
President Johnson, having cracked his
whip over the House, is going to stay in
Washington until final action has been
taken on this bill by the Senate?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I have no
such knowledge.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. STRATTON].

Mr, STRATTON, Mr, Speaker, I do
not desire to delay the vote that I know
we are all eagerly waiting for, but I do
think something should be said to put
this discussion into a slightly different
perspective. It is true that we are wag-
ing a cold war against communism, and

Ll ol SR G e o el R e

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

this bill is a major weapon of that war.
But on the eve of the birthday of the
Prince of Peace, it does seem to me we
ought also to remember that both Presi-
dent Kennedy and President Eisen-
hower before him were making a very
valiant effort to try to ease this cold
war and to restore a condition of more
stable peace in this world.

President Kennedy as part of that
effort, got through the nuclear test ban
treaty by an overwhelming vote in the
other body. And some weeks before his
tragic assassination President Kennedy
also decided that this wheat transaction
we are discussing here today might be
another major weapon in trying to bring
about eased relations in this long-
standing cold war. President Johnson
has now made the very same deter-
mination. It does seem to me, Mr.
Speaker, that what we are being asked
to vote on here this morning is simply
whether we, on Christmas Eve, also sup-
port the view that this country ought to
make an earnest effort to ease the cold
war and to restore real peace.

I think when we vote on this measure
in a few minutes we ought to keep in
mind the eloquent words of President
Johnson as he addressed us yesterday
informally at the White House when,
despite the bitterness of the past few
days, he invited every one of us down
there and reminded us, each one, that
after all our basic and overriding duty
in these difficult days is still to promote
‘‘peace on earth, good will among men.”

Mr., FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, on questions of foreign policy
of major significance it is impossible to
determine foreign policy on the floor of
the House of Representatives. The
President of the United States, under the
U.S. Constitution, has rightly affirmed
this strategic and security power. I re-
spect the Office of the President of the
United States and believe that we should
give full faith and credit to President
Lyndon Johnson at this time in our his-
tory. We Members of Congress must rise
above partisanship and the next election
for the good of our country, and the
standing of our Nation among the na-
tions of the world.

This Nation of ours in foreign affairs
must, when the decisions are made, speak
with one voice, and that voice at this
time is the voice of the new President
of the United States, our friend who
formerly served with us in the House of
Representatives and in the Senate, the
competent Lyndon Johnson.

It is unthinkable that the President of
the United States should adopt one for-
eign policy among the major power na-
tions, and the U.S. House of Representa-
tives by a disputed vote, should adopt
another and different policy antagonistic
and in opposition to the President. We
must agree among ourselves as to the
method of implementing policies, but the
determination of the policy itself must
be left to the President of the United
States, often with necessary instructions
or recommendations from the Congress
of the United States as to their views
on the exercise of the fundamental pow-
ers. But the power itself must and
should be exercised by the President in
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his judgment and discretion, based upon
the broad background and necessary in-
formation to which the House of Repre-
sentatives has neither access nor
opportunity for evaluation.

We, in Congress, must choose some-
body to trust and I place my trust on this
currently hotly disputed question of for-
eign policy as to the sale of U.S. surplus
wheat and grains to foreign countries
upon a strategic basis, a business basis,
and a basis of existence itself of U.S.
farmers through sale of surplus agricul-
tural products that now depress our mar-
kets at home and cost millions of dollars
a year to store.

I, therefore, have placed my full faith
and confidence in the decision of the
President of the United States, Lyndon
Johnson, with the policy stated by Con-
gress that he make the decision when
he finds in his judgment this to be in
the best interests of the United States.

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Speaker, we are
in great danger today of losing sight of
the issue which has deadlocked the Con-
gress. Polities, emotion, frustration, the
imminence of Christmas, personal mis-
understandings, even the weather, have
all conspired to introduce a host of ir-
relevant considerations which have ob-
scured the limit and well-defined issue
before us. Members of hoth parties must
share the responsibility for the impasse
and for the destructive heat which the
impasse has generated.

The issue, as I see it, is this: Should
Congress, which created the Export-
Import Bank for specific public policy
purposes, now consent to the use of this
device to facilitate other purposes, that
is, the sale of wheat to the Soviet Union,
which have never been considered part
of the Bank’s responsibility?

The issue is not whether the Govern-
ment shall permit the commercial sale
of wheat to Soviet Russia. Whether we
agree with the decision or not, this issue
has already been settled by the Presi-
dent acting under the authority of his
office.

The issue is not isolationism or the
fate of the foreign aid appropriation bill.
Despite serious questions about certain
aspects of our foreign-aid program, Con-
gress has once again approved the pro-
gram, and conferees from the House and
Senate have agreed on the amount of
money needed to finance the program
during the current fiscal year.

The issue is not obstructionism or an
attempt to tie the President’s hands in
the conduct of American foreign policy.
The Export-Import Bank is a creature
of the Congress. Congress has endowed
it with its authority, defined its pur-
poses, and provided it with the funds
necessary to accomplish those purposes.
Congress, therefore, has every right to
clarify the Bank’s authority or to sup-
plement the definition of its purposes in
the face of changing circumstances.

In the statement of purposes, approved
by the President and Chairman of the
Export-Import Bank, which appears in
the current issue of the U.S. Government
Organization Manual, congressional pol-
icy is clearly indicated to be the con-
trolling factor in the Bank’s operations.
The President has no authority to set
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the policy of the Export-Import Bank
as he does, for example, that of the State
Department. The two agencies occupy
significantly different positions with re-
spect to the President’s general author-
ity to conduct the foreign relations of
the United States.

In carrying out its responsibility to es-
tablish policy governing the Export-
Import Bank, Congress is very much
aware, and properly so, of several im-
portant factors bearing on the issue of
guaranteeing the credit of Soviet Russia.

First. The Soviet Union and other
Communist bloc countries are engaged
in massive economic competition with the
United States and its free world allies.
Under his own definition of peaceful co-
existence, Premier Khrushecheyv has pub-
licly committed his nation to this com-
petition between economic systems. We
have welcomed this compefition—as a
safer form of conflict than the arms
race, as & way of reducing the kind of
tensions that could lead to nuclear war,
and as a means of demonstrating the su-
periority of our own economic system.
We mean to win this competition, or at
least to stay ahead.

Second. The Soviet Union has no
credit standing in the United States.
Commerecial bankers do not consider the
Soviet Government a reasonable risk nor,
on the record, can our own Government
accept their eredit as good. According
to the State Department, the Soviet
Union has continued to refuse even to
negotiate the question of the debt it owes
the United States—a debt we have sev-
eral times reduced in a spirit of compro-
mise, & debt incurred not for materials
used to fisht World War II but for ar-
ticles and equipment used by Soviet
Russia after the war for peacetime
purposes.

Third. The authority of the Export-
Import Bank has been increased and
broadened by Congress to enable it to
play a major role in our postwar policy
of expanding international trade among
free world countries so as to strengthen
the economies of those eountries, as well
as our own, and enable the free world
cooperatively to resist the economic
pressures of Communist governments
and to extend the influence of freedom
throughout the uncommitted world.

Fach of these three factors, Mr.
Speaker, militates strongly against the
use of Export-Import Bank facilities to
guarantee American exporters against
possible Soviet default in paying for the
wheat it presumably wishes to purchase.
Under existing congressional policy—
which has assigned an important role
to the Bank in the East-West economic
struggle and which requires the Bank to
limit its assistance to acceptable risks—
there is no justification for bringing the
Bank into this Soviet wheat deal. Con-
versely, there is every justification for
Congress to spell out once again its policy
in this regard in unmistakable terms—
the more so since on a number of occa-
sions the administration has chosen to
interpret related congressional declara-
‘tions as not binding. There would be
neo question about the binding character
of the provision now in dispute in the
foreign aid appropriation bill,
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Those of us who wish to impose this
policy restriction on the Export-Import
Bank are seeking to accomplish this
objective is a completely valid way. The
present bill is the logical vehicle—be-
cause it is the only one that could be
effective—to carry this prohibition. The
means we are using are entirely con-
sistent with the rules and procedures of
the House. We are not blocking foreign
aid, since the program is already being
financed through the end of next month
under a continuing resolution appropri-
ating the necessary funds. We are not
getting tough with Russia since we are
simply denying our opponents in this
economic competition a special advan-
tage we have hitherto always reserved
for our friends. We are not interfering
with the President’s constitutional pre-
rogatives—unless it has become uncon-
stitutional for Congress to differ with the
President on a matter of policy—since
Export-Import Bank policy is and always
has been a question for Congress to
decide.

So long as a majority of the Members
of the House agree with this position,
Mr. Speaker, then we have no alterna-
tive but to abide by our convictions.
They are bipartisan convictions, shared
by Democrats and Republicans alike, in
and out of Congress, and in my judg-
ment these convictions are in complete
harmony with the national interest
which we are sworn to uphold and
defend.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr, Speaker, to-
day's action on the foreign aid appro-
priations bill clears the way for us to
get on with the vital work of foreign aid.
The amount finally appropriated is, I
believe, disappointingly small in relation
to the magnitude of the task and the
needs of U S. foreign policy.

I have long stated—and fought for—
my belief in the importance of an ade-
quate foreign aid program. Clearly
foreign aid is not perfect—but equally
clear is the fact that foreign aid is the
best instrument we have to serve our
foreigen policy needs in the under-
developed world—and to live up to the
humanitarian prineciples that have made
America great.

Foreign aid’s bitterest eritics have been
unsable to offer any sensible alternative
to this program. Mr. Speaker, there is
none. I trust that in the coming session
of Congress, we will give careful con-
sideration to, and provide adequate re-
sources for, a sound foreign aid effort.

Mr. Speaker, in recent days we have
been absorbed in arduous, acrimonious
debate on the sale of wheat to the Soviet
Union and satellites. I would like to set
out the background and facts concerning
the sale, since they may not be clear from
the rhetoric of the past few days.

The Soviet Union and various Eastern
European countries have expressed a
willingness to buy from our private grain
dealers at the regular world price several
million tons of surplus American wheat
or wheat flour for shipment during the
next several months. They may also
wish to purchase from us surplus feed
grains and other agricultural commodi-
ties.
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After consultation in the National Se-
curity Couneil, the administration in-
formed appropriate leaders of the Con-
gress, and concluded that such sales by
private dealers for American dollars or
gold, either cash on delivery or normal
commercial terms, should not be pro-
hibited by the Government. The Com-
modity Credit Corporation in the
Department of Agriculture will sell to
our private grain traders the amount
necessary to replace the grain used to
fulfill these requirements, and the De-
partment of Commerce will grant export
licenses for their delivery to and use in
tl’lls Soviet Union and Eastern Europe
only.

An added feature is the provision that
the wheat we sell to the Soviet Union
will be carried in available American
ships, supplemented by ships of other
countries as required. Arrangements
will also be made by the Department of
Commerce to prevent any single Ameri-
can dealer from receiving an execessive
share of these sales.

Basically, the Soviet Union will be
treated like any other cash customer
in the world market who is willing and
able to strike a bargain with private
American merchants. While this wheat,
like all wheat sold abroad, will be sold
at the world price, which is the only way
it could be sold, there is in such transac-
tions no subsidy to the foreign purchaser;
only a savings to the American taxpayer
on wheat the Government has already
purchased and stored at the higher do-
mestic price which is maintained to as-
sist our farmers.

Today's action by the House in accept-
ing conference agreement on the foreign
aid bill will permit American grain
dealers to bid succesfully with grain sup-
pliers of other free world nations for
this business. It is clear that if our
dealers are to obtain this business, they
must be competitive and one of the most
important competition factors involves
terms of financing.

It should be noted in this connection
that the Soviet Union and its wheat have
generally received from Canada, for ex-
ample, terms which provide for cash
payment of 25 percent prior to shipment
of commodities, with the balance payable
in equal semiannual installments over
an 18-month period. These are now the
customary commercial terms for sales of
wheat to bloc countries.

Eighteen-month terms are sound and
justified. In sales to non-Communist
countries, we have offered Government
credit of up to 3 years on tobacco,
cotton and feed grains, and up to 2 years
on wheat. American grain dealers will
probably find it necessary to offer rea-
sonably equivalent commercial credit in
order to compete successfully for the
Soviet trade. However, it is clear that
U.S. commercial banks are not prepared
by themselves to grant commercial cred-
its to the bloc for agricultural commodi-
ties in the quantity and time required.
Therefore, if advantageous U.S. sales to
the bloc are to be made, with the conse-
quent boon to our balance of payments,
our financial institutions will probably
need assistance from our own export
credit institution, the Export-Import




1963

Bank of Washington. The Export-Im-
port Bank could guarantee commercial
credits extended to cover purchase of
American grain by the Soviet bloec.
Credit would probably carry an interest
rate of 5 percent per year with a small
part going to the Export-Import Bank
as a fee. In terms of the risk involved,
two points should be made:

First. Soviet Union has consistently
met all commercial credit obligations it
has undertaken fully and promptly.

Second. The loss record of the Export-
Import Bank is extraordinarily good.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
that the House has retained for the
President the necessary flexibility to suc-
cessfully conclude the wheat sale.

This transaction has obvious benefit
for the United States. The sale of 4 mil-
lion metric tons of wheat, for example,
for an estimated $250 million, and addi-
tional sums from the use of American
shipping, will benefit our balance of pay-
ments and gold reserves by that amount
and substantially strengthen the eco-
nomic outlook for those employed in pro-
ducing, transporting, handling, and load-
ing farm products.

Wheat, moreover, is our No. 1 farm
surplus today, to the extent of about
1 billion unsold bushels. The sale
of around 150 million bushels of wheat
would be worth over $200 million to the
American taxpayer in reduced budget ex-
penditures. Our country has always re-
sponded to requests for food from gov-
ernments of people who needed it, so
long as we were certain that the people
would actually get it and know where it
came from.

The Russian people will know they are
receiving American wheat., The United
States has never had a policy against
selling consumer goods, including agri-
cultural commodities, to the Soviet Union
and Eastern Europe. On the contrary,
we have been doing exactly that for a
number of years, and to the extent that
their limited supplies of gold, dollars,
and foreign exchange must be used for
food, they cannot be used to purchase
military or other equipment.

Our allies have long been engaged in
extensive sales of wheat and other farm
products to the Communist bloe, and in
fact, it would be foolish to halt the sales
of wheat when other countries can buy
wheat from us today and then sell this
flour to the Communists. Recently, Aus-
tralia and NATO Allies have agreed to
sell 10 to 15 million tons of wheat and
wheat flour to the Communist bloc.

This transaction advertises to the
world as nothing else could the success
of free American agriculture. It demon-
strates our willingness to relieve food
shortages, to reduce tensions, and to
improve relations with all countries, and
it shows that peaceful agreements with
the United States which serve the in-
terests of both sides are a far more
worthwhile course than a course of isola-
tion and hostility.

For this Government to tell our grain
traders that they cannot accept these
offers, on the other hand, would accom-
plish little or nothing. The Soviets
would continue to buy wheat and flour
elsewhere, including wheat flour, from
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those nations which buy our wheat.
Moreover, having for many years sold
them farm products which are not in
surplus, it would make no sense to refuse
to sell those products on which we must
otherwise pay the cost of storage. In
short, this particular decision with re-
spect to sales to the Soviet Union, which
is not inconsistent with many smaller
transactions over a long period of time,
does not represent a new Soviet-Ameri-
can trade policy. That must await the
settlement of many matters. But it does
represent one more hopeful sign that a
more peaceful world is both possible and
beneficial to us all.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
would not wish the record of this session
to be written without expressing once
again, as I did on yesterday, my profound
aistress at the course on which the John-
son administration has so determinedly
embarked. I repeat what I said then.
It is incredible that only 14 months after
Khrushchev brought the world to the
brink of war we want to aid him in solv-
ing the problems of his failing economy—
to resuscitate him so that he can renew
his assault on us at a more convenient
hour.

No one during all the debate on this
issue has been able to even come close
to demonstrating how guaranteeing
credit to the Soviet Union by an instru-
mentality of the U.S. Government is in
the interest of the American people. It
is the height of folly to pretend that a
$300 million loan to the U.S.S.R. when
piled on top of billions in defaulted ob-
ligations dating back as far as the old
czarist regime can strengthen our own
country eocnomically, politically, or mili-
tarily.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican Party
has been accused of partisanship in tak-
ing the negative side of this issue. Yet it
is the Democratic leadership in this
House with its specious and empty argu-
ments that “we must in any event up-
hold the wishes of the President” would
have made this a matter of party loyalty
rather than principle as it should be.
We do not live under a monarchy. The
cry of former ages that “the king can do
no wrong” is no part of our vocabulary.
President Johnson deserves our whole-
hearted support when he is right; when
he is wrong we owe a higher loyalty to
our own conscience and the will of the
people who sent us to sit here in the
Halls of Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the Government of West
Germany of which mention has been
made during this debate does not guar-
antee the commercial loans that are
attendant upon transactions between
West German businessmen and the So-
viet Government. Neither does the Gov-
ernment of France. Why then should
the proponents of this wheat deal with
Russia seek to cite either of these coun-
tries as examples for us to follow?

Mr. Speaker, the President of the
United States and the Democratic ma-
jority in this Congress apparently will
succeed on this Christmas Eve in their
efforts to dispatch a Christmas present
to Chairman Khrushchev or as one
member has said: “a credit card for the
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Kremlin.” I think this gift will come
back to haunt them because out of some
misbegotten desire to assert Presidential
authority in the field of foreign affairs
they are making a deal that is bad for
the American people. Oh they are not
doing this out of any conscious desire to
aid and abet communism as such. How-
ever, I think that historians of the fu-
ture will wonder at their naivete and
their inability to apprehend the con-
stancy of our foe. The record of Soviet
treachery and perfidy and callous dis-
regard of past promises is there for all
to see. The philosopher put it very well
indeed in these words:

Those who fail to learn the lessons that

history teaches are condemned to relive
them.

I hope that this administration still
young in office may yet see fit to ponder
that admonition and alter the ecourse
that it presently seems determined to
pursue because it has become obsessed
with prestige and lost sight of prineciple.

Mr, DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker,
may I congratulate the Members of this
honorable body for recognizing the im-
portance of the foreign aid bill and their
concern over trade with Communist
countries. Many Congressmen remained
in Washington and others returned for
a Christmas Eve debate on these gues-
tions. I think it is a fine commentary
on their devotion to duty.

With the indulgence of the House,
Mr. Speaker, may I say at the outset
that the decision we make here today is
most crucial to the future of the world.
We are in a major conflict between
Christianity and godlessness. I pointed
this out recently in San Jose, Costa Rica,
at a recent prayer breakfast of the
International Christian Leadership Con-
ference honoring the President of Costa
Rica. If we lose, the world would go
through another “Dark Ages” of conflict
and suspicion, without faith or brother-
hood. If we win, Christian faith, charity
and the Golden Rule will prevail. We
must not lose this conflict.

The question before us now is whether
we should use every tool at our disposal
to win. Should we use the great eco-
nomic strength we have built under
Christian democracy to force the failure
of godless communism and win a blood-
less victory? Or should we give away
or bargain away our economic advan-
tage, which shows the success of our
system, for the benefit of the Com-
munists, whose economic plight shows
the failure of their system?

To give away our economic advantage,
Mr. Speaker, is to dispose of the
strongest weapons we have to win a
bloodless victory. And what would it
leave? The obvious answer is either final
surrender or a hot war. Since we all
want peace, our economic advantage
should be used toward easing the cold
war, not just as a means to dispose of
some of our farm surplus and make a
small and inadequate adjustment in our
gold outflow situation.

The question of U.S. trade in farm
commodities with Russia and other Com-
munist countries is a major case in point.
To the Communists, any advancement in
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this field is a major political gain. De-
spite this, we have agreed fo sell farm
commodities to Communist ecountries
without commensurate political gains for
us. We did not ask that Russia remove
her troops from Cuba or tear down the
Berlin wall or stop harassing Allied con-
voys on their way to West Berlin.

Second, in the wheat deal, we have
agreed to sell wheat to Russia at the
world price. The U.S. Government,
with taxpayers’ money, will pay the rest.
Again, this concession was without any
gain for us in return.

Third, the administration decided
to relax the requirement that U.S, ships
be used to carry the wheat to Russia.
This will further increase the gold out-
flow to foreign shipowners. Meanwhile,
our west coast lumbermen still are sub-
sidizing the U.S. shipping industry under
the Jones Act. They must use U.S. ships
in trade with the east coast, and they
are losing markets there because of the
higher cost of U.S. shippirg. Again, we
ask no commensurate concession from
Russia.

Now, as a final blow, we are being asked
in this foreign aid bill to guarantee
Russia’s eredit so that banks will lend
her the money to buy the wheat. We are
providing our wheat at a cutrate price.
We are permitting the use of cheaper
foreign shipping, and now we are asked
to provide the credit.

Mr. Speaker, I voted for a foreign aid
bill that provides §£2.8 billion of taxpayer
money to help needy foreign countries.
This bill would have restricted the Presi-
dent from guaranteeing Russia’s credit.
Now we are asked to approve a compro-
mise providing two things: One is $3 bil-
lion in foreign aid. I would agree to
compromise and vote for this amount
since it represents a major reduction
from the $4.9 billion originally requested.
The other is that we underwrite Russia’'s
credit so that she can buy U.S. wheat on
time payments after she largely has paid
cash for Canadian wheat.

Soviet Russia still owes us nearly $11
billion for World War II lend-lease
which she steadfastly has refused to »ay.
She still owes the United Nations mil-
lions in unpaid obligations. Under these
conditions, I can have no faith in guar-
anteeing Russia’s credit. It could result
in the United States paying for its own
wheat to send to Russia.

Another factor has been largely ig-
nored in the weeks of debate over the
wheat sale. The U.S. public has been
permitted to develop the impression
that, somehow, the sale of wheat to
Russia is a great humanitarian gesture.
.Because we are a nation of great com-

_passion, many of our citizens have en-
dorsed the wheat sale under the mis-
faken impression that Russians are
starving., Nothing is further from the
truth. Russians are not starving. This
is not a humanifarian gesture. It is
purely for the economic and political
gain of Soviet Russia. And it is drain-
ing us of one of our most powerful weap-
ons in the cold war.

With the indulgence of the House, Mr.
Chairman, may I quote briefly from a
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paper written by Prof. Zbigniew Brzezin-
ski, director of the research institute on
Communist affairs and professor of pub-
lic law and government at Columbia
University. May I preface it by saying
that this expert on Russia favors the
wheat sale in its proper context.

Professor Brzezinski said, regarding
the wheat deal:

The humanitarian argument can be dis-
missed quickly. First of all, there is no
famine in Russia. The Soviet people are not
starving, and the Government has not lost
all of its ability to meet a food crisis. It
could certainly divert some of its resources
from heavy industry to better agricultural
management, and it is still capable of pro-
viding the basic staples to meet Russlan
needs.

To the Sovlet leaders, the wheat deal is
political because two very vital Soviet
poiitical interests are involved:

The first is the stability of the collective
agricultural system itself. Over many years,
that system has failed to dellver the goods,
at ieast in so far as the Soviet consumer is
concerned. Yet to the political leadership,
the collective system is essential. Collec-
tivism was abandoned in Poland and Yugo-
slavia because the leaderships had no way
out. By importing wheat the Soviet leader-
ship sees a way out, and hence the wheat
deal is necessary to Moscow, in order to
maintain its domestic system of collectiviza-
tion.

Secondly, the importation of wheat is nec-
essary to the Soviet Union In order for it to
meet its grain export commitments. These
commitmants are important to the Soviet
leadership primarily for political reasons.
Last year the SBoviet Union exported approxi-
mately 7.8 million tons of grain, of which
wheat constituted 4.7 million tons. The list
of clients shows clearly the political impor-
tance of the exports: the largest consumer
was East Germany, followed successively by
Czechoslovakla, Poland, Brazil and Cuba.

The above comments should not be con-
strued as an argument against an American-
Soviet wheat deal. They are meant to sug-
gest, however, that thls wheat deal ought
to be viewed in political perspective and that
United States negotiators ought to seek
political concessions from the Soviets in re-
turn.

For example, it would seem Ironical for
the United States to be helping the Soviet
Union to maintain its collectivized agricul-
ture and its politically motivated grain ex-
ports and at the same time for this country
to endure continued Soviet harassment in its
access to Berlin. At the very least, our
negotiators could insist on a clear reciprocal
understanding of the technical arrangements
involved in Western access.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, many of
us who have remained here in the
Chambers have done so because of strong
convictions. These convictions relate
to a concern over the type of negotia-
tions we will encourage by permitting
the indiscriminate use of American
credit to underwrite the sale of wheat
to Communist countries.

It is becoming increasingly evident
that the Soviet Union is shifting to the
economic battleground in the conduct
of their cold war against our free enter-
prise system. If the opportunity pre-
sents itself, they will just as quickly
shift to the use of military hardware to
advance their cause. Our history of
dealing with the Soviets and all advo-
cates of the Communist doctrine is very
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clear—they will use deceit, deception,
treachery, and trickery to win in their
announced objective to “bury us.”

Now with the emphasis placed on
smooth talk and an unwarranted appeal
to the humanitarian instinet to Ameri-
cans, they have hoodwinked us into ac-
cepting another deal—again on terms
satisfactory to their cause. In dealing
with the Communist countries, the pru-
dent bankers associated with the Ex-
port-Import Bank recognize the tre-
mendous collateral risks involved. The
risks are so great that commercial banks
do not choose to participate at the rates
of interest to be charged.

But here again, Uncle Sam, who is
rapidly being recognized in hard busi-
ness cireles as “Uncle Sap,” has inter-
vened to set the stage for providing
credit, I repeat, credit—not cash on
the barrelhead—for the benefit of our
political enemies, the Communists.

In this type of warfare, be it hot or
cold, be it military or economie, we must
keep our guard up. We must retain
every available weapon in our arsenal.
The chief weapon we have available to
us is the economic strength of this
Nation—whether it be for the support
of our military effort or for the develop-
ment of our own, long-overdue, ideo-
logical offensive.

The issue is clearly in focus by the
vote we cast today. If we vote to sup=
port eredit for Communist countries, we
are voting to undercut the economic
foundation of this country—the eco-
nomie foundation upon which the lead-
ership of the free world is dependent for
its strength, With the history of unmet
treaty obligations, as well as financial
obligations with the Soviet Union, how
can any thinking American expect a
turnabout in present and future nego-
tiations with our Government?

If they want the wheat on a cash
basis, I say OK. But when the deal
is considered on a credit basis, I say
“Nyet.” When is Uncle Sam going to
wake up to the reality of the Communists
announced objectives? They want to
dominate the world, they want to sub-
stitute their system for ours, with the
total loss of freedom that is inevitable.
They want to guide our destinies and
control our opportunities. In this, I re-
fuse to participate. This is why I have
chosen to stay here this Christmas Eve
to vote against this proposal,

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, three
times we have been called upon to vote
on this question. For the third time I
intend to vote in support of the foreign
aid conference report, in support of the
bill, in support of congressional expedi-
tion, and in support of the constitutional
powers of the Executive in the conduct of
foreign policy. Others may consider
this a party matter. I donot. Thisis a
part of foreign policy and Congress must
give the President sufficient flexibility in
which to work. If he is wrong in his use
of these powers he will answer for it to
the counfry.

The issue has been pushed out of pro-
portion. The Export-Import Bank may
or may not extend credit in the ecourse of
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commercial transactions involving the
sale of wheat for dollars. That is a
decision that will be made by the Presi-
dent, reporting to Congress, and by the
Bank exercising business judgment. It
is important to remember that when
President Eisenhower was in the White
House the Export-Import Bank in 1957
guaranteed a $30 million loan to Poland
to buy a tinplate mill. Payments started
to come in last year at 4% percent in-
terest. Again in 1958 the Bank guaran-
teed a $25 million purchase of pharma-
ceutieal produets by Poland. In 1959
there was a $6 million transaetion. The
losses of the Export-Import Bank have
been infinitesimal. From a business
point of view there should be no objec-
tion. From a policy point of view this
country has everything to gain by not
putting roadblocks in the way of the pro-
posed wheat sale. We have more wheat
on our hands than any other country.
Our taxpayers pay $400 million in stor-
age charges alone. Direet subsidies are
many hundreds of millions of dollars
added to this. Canada, Australia, and
now even West Germany are in the busi-
ness of selling or proposing to sell wheat
to Russia. The terms of all of these
transactions are the usual business ones.
So much is paid down—the U.S. proposal
is 25 percent of the cost—and the balance
is financed by bank loans. There is noth~
ing unusual about if. I for one, too, am
of the view that there is no better way
fo demonstrate the failures of the
Soviet economy than by these wheat
shipments. And in the course of it we
unload some of our surplus and stand
to gain upward of $2 billion in gold.

I can see no objection to the language
of the conference report. It states
very clearly that the Expori-Import
Bank is not to guarantee any payment
incurred by any communistic country
in connection with the purchase of any
product except when the President of
the Unifed States makes a determina-
tion that it is in the national interest
to permif the Bank to extend credit, and
a report must be made to the Congress
within 30 days to that effect. That puts
the onus squarely on the President.

Finally, this is an appropriations bill
backing up a foreign policy decision.
This is the wrong bill for a substantive
policy issue of this kind. It is not ger-
mane to our task. But beyond this,
let us remember that Congress and
parties must act with restraint in the
area of foreigm policy. The founders
of the country understood this when
they wrote the Constitution. Let us not
forget it.

Mr. MINSHALL. Mr. Speaker, the
day before Christmas and all through
the House my colleagues are handing out
credit cards drawable upon and secured
by the American taxpayer. This folly
will bring us not one inch closer to peace
on earth nor promote much good will
among all men. As a member of the
Foreign Operations Appropriations Sub-
committee, I protest against the United
States underwriting its own loans to the
Soviet Union and some 18 of its satellites.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I op-
posed the so-called “sale” of grain to
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Communist nations from its inception
because I felt that it was ridiculous to
be spending billions of dollars in foreign
aid to contain communism and then turn
around with the other hand and bail
them out, nurture their suffering econ-
omy, with subsidized grain.,

Furthermore, I felt it a great injustice
to those American soldiers who were
called upon to risk their lives to combat
communism for this Government to en-
hance the Red economy by supplying it
much-needed food products.

Mr, Speaker, there were many other
reasons why I opposed this deal even
under its original terms, but, Mr. Speak-
er, originally it was promised the Amer-
ican people that this deal would be for
cash only and that it was a one-shot
transaction that would be shipped in
American vessels. Then, Americans were
told only 50 percent of the shipments
would be carried in American vessels;
now, it is to be shipped American only if
there are American ships available and
instead of cash, it is to be for credit.

Now, Mr. Speaker, even those people
who supported the idea originally did so
only on the basis that the sale would be
for cash.

Russia has paid cash for all the grain
she has purchased from Canada.

This year alone, Russia has placed on
the market some 325 tons of gold worth
$3656 million to raise cash to pay for
wheat purchases. Yet, Russia wanfs to
purchase American wheat on credit. Isit
because she knows that ultimately she
won't have to pay us?

According to the State Department,
Russia owes the United States $10.8 bil-
lion, yet Russia has the largest gold re-
serve in the world except for the United
States. Congress certainly is playing
Santa Claus to Khrushchev by extending
further credit to Russia.

Now, it is obvious that the sale will be
made on credit; otherwise there is no
reason for the fight against the restric-
tion prohibiting the Export-Import Bank
from extending credit to Russia.

The American taxpayer has again been
bamboozled.

The action of Congress in refusing to
restrict credit to Communist eountries is
tantamount to issuing a credit card for
communism.

Mr, ALGER. Mr. Speaker, confrary fo
the views of so many expressed on the
floor of the House during debate on this
matter, I believe a great majority of the
American people would join with me in
disagreement to doing any business with
the Communists. As I pointed out
earlier, it seems the debate centers
around whether or not eredit will be ex-
tended through the Export-Import Bank.
I want the Recorp to show that at least
one Member, this Member, although cer-
tainly there must be many more who do
not believe we should do any business
with the Communists—not in food, not in
any product. This resolution would per-
mit the President to do business with
Russians in any product.

There are several other matters that
should be mentioned at this point.

First. This legislation or any legisla-
tion should not be considered on any
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basis but merit. AsI see it, the majority
lender was utterly wrong in saying that
rejection of this resolution would be a
“slap at the President.” We must not, as
the legislative branch, abdicate our re-
sponsibility. We represent the Ameri-
can people and I am convinced a ma-
jority of the American people are opposed
to doing business with the Russians.
However, whether I am right or wrong is
not so important as the fact that each
Member should vote his convictions in
representing his district on the merits
of the bill rather than whether this sup-
ports or rejects the President. President
Johnson, himself, in his first address to
Congress said that he did recognize and
respect the “integrity and independence™
of the Ilegislative branch. Obviously
his present conduct belies this statement.
However, that was what he said.

Second. The best evidence that this
administration may be soft on commu-
nism and, therefore, the House must re-
ject this resolution can be found in See-
retary of State Rusk’s recent appeal to
our friendly neighbors in the world that
we must help Russia because Russia was
having Communist ideological differ-
ences with China. Such a course, as I
see it, for us would be suicidal since we
will be aiding an enemy determined to
enslave us by any means, fair or foul.

Third. We are by this resolution help-
ing further to make Russia respectable in
the world today. True, this conforms to
the pattern we have followed since we
recognized Russia in 1933 but is no less
wrong. In faet, it is even more wrong
today because Russia has shown us how
dishonest and untrustworthy they are
and is the Communist philosophy.

Fourth. There is no assurance of re-
payment as was pointed out in debate
when the collateral wasused. Of course,
there will be no collateral except the
Communist word and we know how lit-
tle that means.

Fifth. Russia if needing financial help
can arrange her own credit.

Sixth. We have no assurance that this
legislation will be limited to food and
will not be extended to any or all other
products.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, before
I move the previous question on the
conference report, I want to mention to
the gentleman from Eansas [Mr.
Avery] that the wheat amendment is
not in the conference report. That will
come subsequent to the passage of the
conference report. Is that correet?

Mr. AVERY. That is correet.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the first amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senafe amendment No. 14: Page 11, line
14, Insert:

“Sgc. 118. None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act for carrying out the For-
elgn Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
may be used for the fi ing, in whole or
in part, of any construction contract in
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any foreign country where persons other
than nationals of such country or citizens
of the United States will be employed to
perform any work in connection with such
contract, except when such nationals or
citizens of the United States are not avail-
able and gualified to perform such work,
or when the President finds that applica-
tion of this provision would be contrary
to the national interest.”

Mr, PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PassmMan moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 14 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed by sald amendment in-
sert the following:

“None of the funds made available by this
Act for carrying out the Forelgn Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, may be obligated on
or after April 30, 1964, for financing, in whole
or in part, the direct costs of any contract
for the construction of facilities and instal-
lations in any underdeveloped country, un-
less the President shall, on or before such
date, have promulgated regulations designed
to assure, to the maximum extent consistent
with the national interest and the avoid-
ance of excessive costs to the United States,
that none of the funds made available by
this Act and thereafter obligated shall be
used to finance the direct costs under such
confracts for construction work performed
by persons other than qualified nationals of
the recipient country or qualified citizens of
the United States: Provided, however, That
the President may waive the application of
this amendment if it is important to the na-
tional interest.”

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the next amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 20: Page 17, line 17,
strike out: “None of the funds provided here-
in shall be used by the Export-Import Bank
to either guarantee the payment of any obli-
gation hereafter incurred by any Commu-
nist country (as defined in section 620(f)
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961) or
any agency or national thereof, or in any
other way to participate in the extension of
credit to any such country, agency, or na-
tlonal, in connection with the purchase of
any product by such country, agency, or
national.”

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PAssMAN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 20 and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: Restore
the matter stricken, amended to read as
follows:

“None of the funds made available because
of the provisions of this title shall be used
by the Export-Import Bank to elther guar-
antee the payment of any obligation here-
after incurred by any Communist country
(as defined in section 620(f) of the Foreign
Asslstance Act of 1061, as amended) or any
agency or national thereof, or in any other
way to participate in the extension of credit
to any such country, agency, or national, in
connection with the purchase of any product
by such country, agency, or national, except
when the President determines that such
guarantees would be in the national interest
and reports each such determination to the
House of Representatives and the Senate
within 30 days after such determination.”
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Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure the Members
of the House know my record for trying
to save money in the foreign aid bill.
The record speaks for itself.

I believe there are certain facts about
this so-called wheat amendment that
should be explained. It is my under-
standing that when you do business na-
tion to nation under Public Law 480, it
is customary either to make a grant or
a sale in loecal currency on a long-term
basis.

It is my further understanding that we
have in excess of $8.5 billion in surplus
agricultural commodities. Those com-
modities are now being shipped into over
50 nations of the world either on a grant
basis or for sale on a local currency
basis. In some nations we are accumu-
lating so much local currency that, in
all probability, we will never be able to
spend it. After checking into this mat-
ter I find that many other nations are
doing business with the Soviet Union
on the same basis as is proposed here.
In October, West Germany shipped to
the Soviet Union 450,000 tons of flour.
It is also my understanding that when
you do business on a government-fo-
government basis you may eventually
negotiate or compromise and may not
expect to get all your money, but the
basis on which we are proposing here
to do business with Russia is considered
8 cash basis; 25 percent cash, 25 percent
in 6 months, 25 percent in 12 months,
and 25 percent in 18 months. The only
part that the Export-Import Bank plays
is to guarantee the credit and for guar-
anteeing that credit the American tax-
payer could receive a profit of over $10
million. The agreement that is pro-
posed here prevails in the case of other
nations who are also extending credits
to the Soviet Union. It is also my un-
derstanding that in many instances
where the American businessman is do-
ing export business with Soviet Russia,
such terms are also extended.

‘While our allies are waxing fat, ship-
ping commodities to the Soviet Union, we
are continuing to build up our agricul-
tural surpluses here in America. There
is not one dime of cash involved in this
transaction. It is only a guarantee by
the Export-Import Bank for a period
of 6 to 18 months.

Mr. Speaker, it is most difficult to de-
fend anything when you mention the
Soviets. I am getting telegrams from
my distriet, just as you are getting tele-
grams from your district. But, remem-
ber that the President must make a
determination that it is in the interest
of our country before he may permit the
transaction to proceed. Under existing
law, he does not have to make such a
determination before proceeding. I am
not afraid to say that in this one in-
stance it is considered a cash deal. I
am thoroughly convinced that we are
going to get approximately $2 billion in
gold if we go through with this pro-
posal. On the other hand, if we do not
go through with this proposal, in all
probability we are going to give, not sell,
the same wheat to 54 other nations.

December 24

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I would be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman refers
only to wheat and other agricultural sur-
pluses.

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes.

Mr. GROSS. This amendment is not
confined to wheat or to agricultural sur-
pluses. It provides for the sale of any
product to the Communists. It can be
roller bearings, or anything.

Mr. PASSMAN. That is true. It
could be used on such a basis, but the
gentleman knows as well as I do——

Mr. GROSS. I do not know that.

Mr. PASSMAN. That the intent is to
allow the sale of $2 billion of surplus
wheat to the Soviet Union.

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr, PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. QUIE. I think it also ought to be
clear that if the Soviet Union paid
enough interest to secure credit from
commercial firms in this country, they
could secure the credit. But the United
States is actually putting up their col-
lateral to enable the Soviet Union to se-
cure credit at a lower interest rate in
order to make the loan. That is the im-
portant thing here.

Mr, PASSMAN. This is a standard
proposal of the kind that is entered into
by any nation shipping products to other
nations.

If the gentleman would check on the
contracts with West Germany and the
other countries who are selling to the
Soviet Union you will find out that this
is considered a cash transaction. I do
not like it any better than you do. How-
ever, I think we have played politics
with this amendment long enough. I
do know this: I know that we may get
rid of $2 billion worth of surplus com-
modities and if we do, we will get in re-
turn $2 billion in gold, as well as the
Export-Import Bank earning approxi-
mately $10 million in interest for its
guarantee of the transaction.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the Members of
the House that as chairman of this sub-
committee I have faced up to my re-
sponsibility. I do not like foreign aid.
But as far as I am concerned this is a
cash transaction. We may get rid of $2
billion of surplus commodities and, if we
do, we will get in return $2 billion in
gold. The Export-Import Bank, repre-
senting the United States, will make ap-
proximately $10 million as profit.

That is it, gentlemen. You can talk
here until Santa comes at 12 o'clock to-
night and you cannot change the facts.

We have brought this conference re-
port back to you. All of the conferees
agreed that this proposal was the very
best thing that could be worked out.

I repeat that in my candid opinion you
will get rid of $2 billion worth of com-
modity surpluses, the same as many
other countries are doing, We may get
up to $2 billion in gold and we will make
$10 million for guaranteeing the trans-
action.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. EDMONDSON. As a matter of
faet, was it not the gentleman from
Iowa, my good friend [Mr. Grossl, who
in the debate the other day, pointed out
that under existing law, with or with-
out this amendment, the President of
the United States has the power and
has had the power for many years to
make a finding that the national in-
terest requires a transaction under
which roller bearings or any other
strategic materials could be sold to the
Soviet Union? As a matter of fact are
we not by this amendment simply en-
abling the President to use the credit
of the Export-Import Bank, and in the
exercise of the same discretion under
which he can today approve the sale
of strategic materials behind the Iron
Curtain?

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes; this is a normal
procedure, the same procedure that all
other nations use when they are doing
business with other countries. Make no
mistake about that. This is nothing
new. You have had similar arrange-
ments with Yugoslavia and Poland. You
have given the President the same right
as far as aid to Indonesia is concerned,
and, as far as I am concerned, Indonesia
is a Communist nation. :

Now, Mr. Speaker, I think we have
carried this debate a little bit too far.
I am willing to take a position and I
know the Members of the House agree
that T am against excessive foreign aid
spending. I have worked untiringly to
put some commonsense into this pro-
gram. We have cut it to the extent of
$8 billion in the past 9 years. But so
far as I am concerned I am not going
to play politics with this proposal any
longer. I am going to face up to my
responsibility. I want to see the $2 bil-
lion of gold coming into this country if
it is possible and I want o see $35 billion
worth of surplus agricultural commodi-
tles go out of this country. Further, I
want to see my Government make $10
million for guaranteeing the loan. This
is a one-time proposition. It is con-
sidered a cash proposition. You will not
get the cash except under these terms.
Those are the terms for getting the cash.
If you want to go home for Christmas
let us approve this conference report and
amendment No. 20.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Is not this a fact, that
this is strictly a business loan?

Mr. PASSMAN. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. PATMAN. If the gentleman will
yield further, not only that but they pay
an insurance premium, the exporters do?

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes; that is right,
and we make a $10 million profit.

Mr. PATMAN. In order to guarantee
these loans they pay an insurance pre-
mium and the loans will not be made un-
less the security is adequate?

Mr, PASSMAN. Yes, this is normal
procedure used by this country and all
other counfries. We all know that,
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr., RHODES].

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I do not intend to take the 5 minutes,
However, Mr. Speaker, I am a little bit
at a loss to know exactly how to talk
about this deal because I do not know
what the deal is. I have heard a lot of
things said about it but I do not under-
stand the explanation.

Mr, PASSMAN. If the gentleman will
yield, that is why I tried to explain the
deal for the benefit of the entire House.
I thank the gentleman for that state-
ment.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I do not
think the gentleman from Louisiana
knows anything more about it than I
do. All we know about it is what we
read in the papers. I do know this: I
have heard it rumored that this is to be
25 percent down. I do not know in what
it is down, whether it is rubles down or
dollars down, or peanuts down.

Mr. PASSMAN. It is dollars.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. But I do
know this, that the rest of it is supposed
to be on some sort of credit terms and
is supposed to be guaranteed. I do not
think this is the usual deal. I do not
think every time grain is sold to France
or Western Germany or any of the other
nations of the West the Export-Import
Bank is called on for a guarantee. The
reason they are called on for a guar-
antee is because the sale is to be made
to a nation which does not have credit.
We are going to make that respectable.
Why are we going to make that respect-
able? Are we going to make it respect-
able because their Premier says they
would bury us? Is this why we should
make them respectable? I do not think
the people of the United States want to
do anything like that.

What are the terms? People on this
side of the aisle have said there is to
be collateral, there is to be security.
What security? What collateral? There
is no such thing as this in dealings be-
tween nations.

The facts are these. We own some
wheat. We were told that that wheat
would ke sold for gold. It is not going
to be sold for gold. It is going to be sold
for credit. We do not know what. The
credit is so bad that the American tax-
payer not only has to buy the wheat
and sell it for less than he pays for it,
but now he has to guarantee a loan
for it. I ask you if this is any kind of
deal that anybody should enter into.
The answer is “No.”

Mr. FINDLEY., Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman from
Louisiana is making quite a point that
we stand to make a considerable gain
on our gold problem by providing this
authority to the President. I would like
to point out that to the extent that we
lend credit to the Communist countries,
to that very same extent we fail to make
any gain on our balance-of-payments
problem or our gold outflow problem.
The best way to make sure we are going
to have a gain on our gold problem is
to insist on cash on the barrelhead.
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I call the attention of the gentleman
to an article which appeared in the
Evening Star last month gquoting dip-
lomatie sources as follows:

Senate defeat earlier this week of a bill
by Senator Muwpr, Republican, of South
Dakota, to prohibit the Export-Import Bank
finance the wheat deal left the Soviets i1n-
impressed, diplomatic informants declarad.
They sald Moscow was prepared to pay for
the wheat In gold or hard currency anyway.

They were unconcerned about the Ex-
port-Import Bank issue.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BOW. I think it also ought to
be pointed out for the information of
the gentleman from Louisiana that this
could not be $2 billion for wheat. This
is talked of as being only $300 million.
That is the most anybody suggested.
There will not be any wheat going into
Soviet Russia in that amount. When
Germany buys wheat from wus it is be-
cause she has sufficient credit. If the
Soviet Union had sufficient eredit, she
would be able to buy from commereial
firms, but she does not. So we are asked
for the United States to put up a guaran-
tee for them, and it will not help our
balance-of-payments stand until they
pay for it.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Oklahoma spoke of the statement I
made in debate on this bill a few days
ago. It is true that unconscionable au-
thority has been delegated to the Presi-
dent. That is what I am protesting here
today and protested then. I protested
when the Agency for International De-
velopment was created. This is another
demonstration on the part of the House
of Representatives in giving to the Pres-
ident unwarranted and unholy dele-
gated power. I refuse today to com-
pound that felony.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. This is no
attempt to belittle anybody, certainly
not the President of the United States.
This is an honest disagreement. I would
remind you that the President of the
United States has spent most of his life
on Capitol Hill. He knows what this sort
of disagreement is. He knows nobody
who opposes him on this is opposing
him or the administration.

Mr. Speaker, may I thank the Memn-
bers of the House, particularly my gaod
colleague from Louisiana, for the type
of cooperation, the type of good fellow-
ship, really, which we have had through
a very trying period, and to give to the
Members of the House and particularly
the Speaker my very best wishes for a
merry Christmas and a happy New
Year.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. CHELF] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorbo,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.
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Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, my votes
on this piece of legislation over the past
few days does not reflect my confirmed
feeling that it is bad for the United
States to continue to try to support 100
of the 110 duly recognized nations of the
world. As I have previously stated in
the debate on the authorization bill and
during the debate on this appropriation
bill—the U.8. Treasury and the Ameri-
can taxpayers cannot solve all of the
economic problems of the world. Our
gold supply has diminished to the point
where we now have an insufficient
amount to back the American dollar. As
I have stated before—I hereby repeat—
our Nation owes over $300 billion in debts
not including all those public debts that
we as a nation have guaranteed.

The reason that I voted against re-
commital of this bill, and for the rule,
is due to the fact that I wanted to help
uphold the hand of our great new Presi-
dent. EKnowing something of the think-
ing of the European mind—I know that
had President Johnson lost this fight
on this bill it would have created in the
minds of our oversea friends the idea
that the Congress had repudiated our
new President. They would have in-
terpreted it as “a no confidence vote.”
Therefore, while basically I am opposed
to this appropriation bill, I felt it my
duty to my President, my country, and
my party, to support them, especially
since President Johnson has only been
in office as our President for just about
30 days.

Mr. PASSMAN. May I wish all Mem-
bers a very Merry Christmas and a hap-
py New Year.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend my remarks and in-
clude a table showing a breakdown of the
bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, on this
day before Christmas we come face to
face with the issue of an amendment that
would permit the extension of some
short-term credit to the Export-Import
Bank to Russia for purchase of wheat.
The issue has been fully debated, but now
that the conference report provides that
the final determination is left to the
President as to whether the extension of
credit is in the national interest, the real
nub of the issue is whether or not the
Congress has trust and confidence in the
President. Under the Constitution, the
Congress must trust the Chief Executive
as the Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces. He has the decision as to wheth-
er or not the terrible power of the
mightiest military machine on earth
shall be unleashed. This has been re-
posed in the Chief Executive by the Con-
stitution. Surely, no one can say he
should not be trusted with a matter of a
few months credit for the sale of wheat.
No money is involved, no cash is involved,
only credit and even with this extension
of credit some $5 million will accrue to
the United States from exporter pre-
miums.

Aside from all emotional, economic and
political implications the other free
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world nations will go on trading with the
Communists. If the United States for-
goes such benefits it will do so without
any appreciable injury to the Communist
system. There is precious little the
United States can do to prevent trade
with Russia by the rest of the world.

On last Monday, December 16, an
amendment to the foreign aid ap-
propriations bill, worded in rather
legalistic and somewhat misleading
language caught some of our Members
by surprise. Although it is now clear
that it was aimed at prohibiting the sale
of wheat upon which we are now pay-
ing annual storage costs, the amend-
ment did not even mention the word
“wheat.” There was and is the attempt
to claim that it was a blow at com-
munism. A look at the facts shows it
may be just the opposite. Any gold they
use to pay for wheat to eat cannot be
used to pay for guns or war materials.
Money we receive from the wheat can
be used to help support our bases over-
seas and reduce our balance-of-pay-
ments deficit.

During the debate the gentleman
from Iowa, NEAL SMITH, was one Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives who
immediately recognized the implications
and spoke against the restrictive
amendment. Since that time, President
Johnson has vigorously opposed the
amendment and it has been the subject
of several skirmishes in both the Senate
and the House.

The amendment would limit our sales
of wheat on the world market, will give
assurance to Canada and West Germany
that they can go ahead to continue to
make sales that we could have made,
and provide the further assurance that
our wheat will instead be left in stor-
age at Government expense. In the
month of October alone, West Germany
sold 450,000 tons of flour to Russia, We
have unemployed people who would like
to have milled, packaged and trans-
ported that flour. If the restrictive
amendment stands, everyone in the
United States loses except perhaps the
storage people who cannot be blamed
if they prefer the Government to con-
tinue to pay them millions of dollars in-
definitely to store the wheat and corn
that we could have sold.

The gentleman from Iowa has called
my attention to an editorial in the Des
Moines Register of December 18 which
in my opinion is very informative and
enlightening on the issues underlying
the amendment. I want to commend
our colleague, NEaL SmiTH, for his alert-
ness and to commend him for calling
our attention to the editorial from the
Des Moines Register, as follows:

WHEAT FOR RUSSIA

Strong opposition to the proposed sale of
wheat to the Soviet Union continues in Con-
gress. The House of Representatives voted
218 to 169 against permitting the U.S. Export-
Import Bank to underwrite insurance on the
deal, although the Senate had approved it by
57 to 35.

All Towa Republicans in both House and
Senate voted to stop the wheat sale. Only
Representative NeaL SsuTH, Democrat, voted
for it and spoke in its support.

Most opponents of sale of wheat to Russia
recognize that the sale would benefit U.S.
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agriculture. It would reduce the wheat sur-
plus and make the choices in wheat policy
much simpler next year. The American Farm
Bureau Federation approved the sale as a
good business proposition. The sale would
reduce the cost of Government wheat sup-
port programs. Also, it would help the U.S.
balance of payments.

The opponents declare that they are will-
ing to permit private traders to sell wheat
to Russia for cash. What they object to,
they say, is (1) Government guarantee of
the transaction, (2) special concessions or
“subsidies” to the Russians, (3) changed
terms for the bargain from those laid down
by President Kennedy.

The conditions made by Mr. Kennedy are
not sacrosanct just because of his tragic
death. But the fact is that no violation of
those conditions is involved. Mr. Eennedy
said that private dealers could go ahead with
negotiations on a sale for cash, gold or nor-
mal commercial credit.

The Russians accepted the same terms from
the American export firms as they did from
Canada—25 percent cash, the remainder to
be paid in 18 months., The Russians actually
paid 80 percent cash down to Canada, appar-
ently because they didn't want to pay so
much Interest to the capitalists. Whether
they would pay more than 25 percent in cash
on a U.S, sale cannot be told in advance, but
the face-saving-conscious Russians insisted
on the same credit terms as they got from
Canada.

Mr. EKennedy also said the wheat should
be shipped in U.S. vessels as much as pos-
sible. This leaves room for negotiation and
adjustment, which is necessary because U.S.
ship rates are far above world levels.
Whether an agreement can be reached on
this is still uncertain. But the Russians
appeared to be willing to pay a moderate
differential on the U.S. ships used, which
does not sound as though they were driving
a cruel bargain and upping the terms.

The U.8. Government pays the U.S. ex-
porters a subsidy to make it possible for
them to buy wheat at the support level in
this country and export it at the world price.
The Soviet bargainers, of course, insisted on
paying the going world price.

The proposed Export-Import Bank insur-
ance of the wheat sale to Russia is not Gov-
ernment credit. It is coverage of political
risk on the private bank loans, and is con-
sidered to be part of normal commercial
financing of such large sales in foreign trade.
At least 19 countries, including such big
trading nations as Japan and Britain, have
such insurance programs.

It was brought out in the Senate hearings
that the record of the Communist bloc coun-
tries on payment of commercial debts is very
good, and the Export-Import Bank consid-
ers the proposed BSoviet deal a very safe
risk. Bimilar insurance is extended on more
liberal terms to many countries—for ex-
ample, on a sale of cotton to Japan last
summer.

Objections to the terms of the Russian
sale obviously are window dressing for op-
position to the whole idea of selling wheat
to Communists. Those who believe wheat
should not be sold loglcally should oppose
trade in any commodity with Russla. They
also should oppose the trade of U.8. allles
with Russia and the Communist bloc—in-
cluding the large volume of trade between
West Germany and Communist East Ger-
many.

This would be futile, because the United
States cannot dictate the policies of other
free world countries. It would only tend to
isolate America as an implacable foe of any
attempt to establish normal relations with
the Russians. It would deny American
farmers a nice piece of export business and
would earn this country ridicule for allow-
ing hate of Communist ideology to overrule
sound business judgment.
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Worst of all, such an Iron Curtain policy
would be missing the chance to dramatize
America's superiority in farming in a way
no propaganda by words can ever do. And
all because of an irrational fear that we
might be helping communism.

Mr. ROUSH. Mr, Speaker, this issue
is a disturbing one for all of us and in the
heat of debate the issue is distorted and

" as a result we see some fancy footwork
on the part of the members of the Re-
publican Party. Within the past few
years we have seen the Republican
leadership agree to give to the President
of the United States the authority to
determine whether it is in the national
interest to sell guns, and planes, and
other strategic materials to certain Com-
munist countries. Now we see them re-
sisting the proposal that the President
have the authority to authorize the ex-
tension of credit for the sale of—not
arms—but food to Communist countries.
The amendment prohibits the Export-
Import Bank to guarantee credit to Com-~
munist countries wanting to buy wheat
from us. But if the President believes it
in the best interest of the United States
to extend such credit he may authorize it.

Mr. Speaker, I shall vote “aye.” Ihave
always contended that we do nothing to
further the cause of communism. If
Russia is to use our wheat to further its
political cause then we should not sell it
to them. If by its sale we further our
own cause by feeding the hungry people
of the world then we should sell it. I
have confidence in my President and am
sure that he will serve the best interests
of the United States.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, so
much has been said concerning the con-
troversial Mundt-Findley amendment to
the foreign aid appropriation bill that I
feel clarification is in order. I realize
full well that all sorts of clarifying state-
ments have been made, but frankly, they
missed the point.

By selling wheat and other commodi-
ties at subsidized prices to the Soviet
Union and other Communist countries
under conditions dictated by the Soviet
Union and its puppet states, we are en-
glzsins in a tragic, self-defeating opera-

.

What the administration is demanding
the Congress to do is to place the stamp
of approval on direct support of an inter-
national bandit, the Soviet Union. We
are directly aiding “Mother Russia,” a
totalitarian nation under czars with its
vision of world domination extended and
refined by Communist dictators.

At a time when the Soviet farm eco-
nomy is completely collapsing, our sub-
sidy and aid have the effect of saving
them from self-destruction. Arms are
being twisted, pressure of all sorts is
brought to bear, the leadership on the
Republican side is outmaneuvered by
false promises and final approval of a
completely watered-down, meaningless
amendment is a victory for communism.

Mr. Speaker, the Johnson administra-
tion has now completely clothed itself in
the mantle of foreign policy of the last
3 years, which basically is coexistence
with communism and a slow surrender to
Red pressure in all parts of the world.

It is especially shocking that on the eve
of Christmas the key issue before the
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Congress is a demand by President John-
son and his leaders in the House and
Senate that the tax dollars of American
citizens be used to subsidize communism.
What more disgraceful performance
could be displayed before the public at a
time of the birth of the Savior when we,
as a Christian nation, rededicate our-
selves to the virtues of Christianity, while
the administration rededicates itself to
the subsidy of the forces which aim at
world domination.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, the is-
sues herein are so obviously apparent
that it is amazing that the Democratic
leadership and President Johnson would
choose to make a fight for a position that
is not supported by the American peo-
ple, let alone commonsense,

The providing of credit guarantees
through the Export-Import Bank fto
Russia, and some 19 other Communist
nations, not only for wheat but for any
other product, makes no sense and is
against our best interests for the follow-
ing reasons:

First. To provide credit guarantees for
products sold to the Communist nations
is to help the enemy.

Second. To provide such taxpayer
supported guarantees in a $3 billion for-
eign aid appropriation bill designed to
strengthen our hand against the Com-
munists in the cold war is to repudiate
one laudable purpose with a directly op-
posed purpose—and all in the same bill.

Third, Russia should be the last coun-
try to whom we should extend taxpayer
guaranteed credit, not only because
Khrushchev has announced the inten-
tions of the international Communist
conspiracy, to bury us, but also because
Russia has already defaulted on $11.8
billion of eredit through lend-lease here-
tofore issued by Uncle Sam at the ex-
pense of the taxpayers.

Fourth. Russia is in trouble in its agri-
culture program, clear proof that Com-
munist subjugation of the farmer—and
the people—will not work and this wheat
deal will bail that Communist govern-
ment out of one of its major weaknesses
and failures.

Fifth. By extending guaranteed credit,
the United States is aggravating, not im-
proving the flow of gold problem, and is
undercutting the chief argument used by
the proponents of the wheat deal to
Russia.

Sixth. The amendment as amended by
the conferees gives the President dis-
cretion to extend such credit if he deter-
mines it is in the national interests and
he has already made such a determina-
tion, so to vote such discretion is to vote
for the extension of such credit.

Seventh. Congress is not tying the
hands of the President but is stating
policy of no credit to Russia consistent
with the American people’'s beliefs and
is following precedents established pre-
viously by Congress such as on the Latta
amendment restricting Public Law 480
wheat surpluses from going to Commu-
nist countries.

Eighth. To argue that the Findley
amendment would affect the image of
President Johnson before the world is
to argue that Congress must rubber-
stamp all presidential proposals, espe-
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cially in the field of foreign affairs, even
though Congress disagrees with them and
thus to abdicate the constitutional duty
of Congress.

Ninth. To issue credit guarantee au-
thority to Communist countries for trade
of products is to make a sham and a farce
of our announced trade ban on Cuba,
threatening withdrawal of foreign aid to
countries trading with Cuba and closing
of U.8. ports to shipping companies trad-
ing with Cuba.

Tenth. To placate Russia and the
Communist countries to this extent,
realizing that some of this wheat and
other products will undoubtedly end up
even in Cuba, is to make a mockery of
our entire anti-Communist position in
the Western Hemisphere and makes such
a policy the laughing stock of the Latin
Nations.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, as one of five
Members of the House who conferred
with the Senate for many hours in search
of a compromise on this appropriations
bill, T urge the adoption of the confer-
ence report as the best agreement pos-
sible under the legislative circumstances
that exist today. In my judgment your
House conferees drove as hard a bargain
as could be driven, and I feel our efforts
deserve the support of this body.

We conferred over a period of 12 hours
last Friday, beginning at 11 a.m. and
ending in the vicinity of 11 p.m. At one
point we walked out of the conference be-
cause of the adamant position of the
Senate conferees. Finally, thanks in
large part to a giving of ground on the
part of the Senate, we were able to reach
an agreement that has been a subject of
controversy in this House since. As one
who helped work out that agreement, I
intend to support it.

Let me make myself clear. I have al-
ways maintained that any sale of wheat
to Communist countries should be a
cash-on-the-line transaction. We have
a surplus of wheat that is costing us mil-
lions of dollars just to handle and we
need gold. I therefore have considered a
cash deal to be in our best interest.

I question the advisability of extend-
ing credit, however, and I voted last
week against the guarantee of such cred-
it by the Export-Import Bank when the
question was before the House in con-
nection with this bill. And I felt the
position of the House in opposing the
guarantee of such credit was sound.

It was my responsibility, on the other
hand, to represent the House in confer-
ence with the Senate, which has voted
twice against placing any restrictions
whatsoever on the Export-Import Bank
in the event that agency is called on to
guarantee credit in a transaction with
the Soviet Union.

It became the job of the House con-
ferees, therefore, to work out with the
Senate conferees an agreement accept-
able to both Houses. And I must con-
fess that I do not think the debate we
have engaged in since does justice to the
job we were able to do in conference un-
der the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
PassMan].

The House had approved a $2.8 billion
foreign aid appropriation. The Senate
increased this to $3.3 billion but we got
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it back to an even $3 billion in confer-
ence—a reduction of $1% billion in the
budget request and $600 million in the
amount previously authorized by the
Congress.

What is more, we were able to get into
the bill a statement of congressional pol-
icy on the guarantee of credit in frade
with Communist countries where no pol-
jey now exists. We were successful in
retaining the prohibition against guar-
anteeing credit with an exeeption—to
satisfy the Senate—where the President
certifies to the Congress that the trans-
action is in the national interest. Such
certification by the President to the
appropriate committees will give the
Congress an opportunity to take action
on the question of credit in each instance
if it is so inclined.

This was not exactly what I wanted—
but what agreement in the Congress sat-
isfies everyone to every degree? It was,
I feel, the best agreement the Senate
would acecept and I do not think the
compromise was unreasonable.

We are achieving a $900 million reduc-
tion in the foreign aid program and we
are getting a prohibition against the
guarantee of eredit to Communist eoun-
tries where no prohibition now exists.

I do not believe we will strengthen the
House position by refusing to accept the
conference report. Therefore, I urge its
adoption.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the wheat
sale amendment is a much misunder-
stood and highly controversial item
which will demand explanation for
months to come. It is at this time un-
popular with the people and a vote
against it would be far the simplest way
to meet the issue.

Unfortunately for me the problem
cannot be resolved that simply. Many
factors are to be weighed. This is for-
eign policy. Foreign policy is by law the
responsibility of the President. Con-
gress can set guidelines but in this first
major issue affecting the new adminis-
tration, Congress could endanger foreign
policy by tying the President’s hands; by
saying we do nof trust him.

Few people will realize the real issue
before the House is not a prohibition
against credit on sales of wheat to Com-
munist nations. The House voted such
a prohibition—and my vote was cast
for it. However, that amendment was
dropped in conference. What is before
us now is a restriction on the way credit
is used. If the wheat amendment is
voted down, the President can, under
existing law, extend loans and credit.
The amendment before us would require
a certification that credit is in the na-
tional interest and require that Congress
be mnotified of each transaction. It
tightens existing law.

This is only a beginning in the tangled
skein of the wheat amendment. We are
talking about short-term credit in which
the Export-Import Bank would endorse
the Russian’s promise to pay in gold.
Actual terms would be 25 percent cash,
25 percent in 6 months, 25 percent in
12 months, and 25 percent in 18 months.
A similar system is followed by other
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Western nations when sales are made
to the Russians.

Significantly we have for years been
making loans and grants to Communist
nations without the furore which ac-
companies today’s action. Billions have
gone—my vote to the contrary—notably
to Poland and Yugoslavia. There is no
assurance any of it will come back,

By contrast, in the present deal, the
United States proposes to cut down on
the $81% billion tied up in agricultural
surplus, to cut down on the million-dol-
lar-a-day storage costs, to move more
U.S. produects onto the world market, to
move them at world prices instead of
cut rate, and to realize money instead
of promises from the transaction. This
isnot a giveaway.

Other Western Nations trade with the
Communists. They are using our money,
our methods, even our machinery to get
business we admittedly can use. There is
nothing in this which smacks of ap-
peasement or soft dealing. If is a busi-
ness transaction with reasonable safe-
guards.

We still are committed to the winning
of the cold war; to the defeat of com-
munism. We are not financing com-
munism through this transaction. We
tried building a wall around the free
world but the free world would not be
so contained. Now we seek areas where
a thaw ean be achieved with benefit fo
us. Turning surplus wheat into gold
is to me a transaction more advanta-
geous to the United States than to Russia.

Mr. LLOYD. WMr. Speaker, in listen-
ing to debate on the amendment made
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
FrnprLEY] it appears to me that a signif-
ieant matter should be added to this
record. This is testimony of Hon, Harold
F. Linder, President and Chairman of the
Export-Import Bank of Washington,
made before the House Committee on
Banking and Currency on February 25,
1963. I call the attention of the House to
a record of these hearings on the matter
of the Export-Import Bank Act exten-
sion.

The testimony is significant to this
debate because Mr. Linder cites the fact
that three entities in Cuba, after that
country was overrun by Castro, have
failed to make payment to American ex-
porters. These defaults exceed $36 mil-
lion and have been guaranteed by the
Export-Import Bank.

I call attention of the House to page
14 of the hearings, wherein Mr. Linder
states the following:

In addition to this $3.7 million [in losses]
we have loans in default which have not
been written off because we are still hope-
ful of ultimate collection or at least some
settlement thereon. These mmprise three

loans to entities in Cuba aggregating #36.3
million.

I further call attention of the House
to page 28 of the hearings, and the fol-
lowing question and answer:

Mr. MoorHEAD, Mr, Linder, In the three
loans to entities in Cuba aggregating $36.3
million, do you really have some reasonable
expectation of salvaging something from
those loans?
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Mr. TaNper. Well, we have the same rea-
sonable expectation I would think, Mr.
MoorHEAD, that the United States in general
has of not expecting the Castro regime to
last forever. Except in the case of a Com-
munist takeover, successor governments
have invariably honored the obligations of
their predecessors and to that extent we have
some reason to hope. I will leave it to you.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from -
Louisiana [Mr. PassMaAnN] has reported to
this House that the intended Russian
payment for wheat purchased from this
country would be 25 percent in cash, 25
percent in 6 months, 25 percent in 12
months, and 25 percent in 18 months.

If defaults were made in the ease of
Cuba due to Communist takeover, it
seems perfectly clear that in the event
we should have an increasingly hostile
relation with Russia, the Communists
would default as they have done in Cuba,
in which case the money of American
taxpayers through the Export-Import
Bank would be used to guarantee the
Russian payment, and we would thus be
in the position of paying Russia to use
our wheat.

It is inconceivable to me, Mr. Speaker,
that we should support this kind of fi-
nancing. On the basis of the proven rec-
ord in Cuba alone, I urge that we con-
tinue our refusal to concur with Senate
amendment No. 20.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 189, nays 158, answered
“present” 6, not voting 80, as follows:

[Roll No. 256]
YTEAS—189

Addabbo Fascell King, Calif,
Albert Flood Kirwan
Ashley Flynt Kluczynsiki
Barrett Fogarty Eornegay
Bass Fraser Landrum

Friedel Lankford
Bennett, Fla. Fugqua Leggett
Blatnik Gallagher Lesinski
Boggs Garmatz Libonati
Boland Gary Lindsay
Bonner Gathings Long, La.
Brademas Giaimo Long, Md.
Brooks Gllbert MeDowell
Brown, Calif, Gill McFall
Buckley Gongalez Macdonald
Burke Grabowskl Madden
Byrne, Pa. Gray Mahon
Cameron Green Matsunaga

Griffiths Miller, Calif
Chelf Hagan, Ga. s
Clark Hagen, Callf. Minish
Cohelan Hanna Monagan
Conte Hansen Moorhead
Cooley Harding Morgan
Corman Hardy Morris
Daddario Harris Morrison
Daniels Hawkins Moss
Davis, Ga Hays Multer
Dawson Healey Murphy, Il
Delaney Hechler Natcher
Dent Hemphill Nedzi
Denton Holland Nix
Dingell Ichord O'Brien, N.Y.
Donochue Jennings O'Hara, Il
Dalski Joelson O’Hara, Mich.

Johnson, Calif. Olsen, Mont.
Edmondson Johnson, Wis. Olson, Minn

n O'Neill

Elliott Kast i P n
Everett Kee Patman
Fallon Kelly Patten
Farbstein Keogh Pepper




Perkins Roybal

Pike Ryan, Mich.
Pilcher Ryan, N.Y.
Poage

Pool 8t. Onge
Price Senner
Puecinskl Shelley
Purcell Sheppard
Pickle Sickles
Rains Blkes
Randall Sisk
Rhodes, Pa. Slack
Rivers, Alaska Smith, Towa
Roberts, Ala,  Staebler
Roberts, Tex. Staggers
Rodino Steed
Rogers, Tex. Stratton
Rooney, N.Y. Stubblefield
Roosevelt Teague, Tex.
Rosenthal Thomas

Rostenkowskl Thompson, La.

Roush Thompson, N.J.
NAYS—158
Abele Devine
Alger Dole
Anderson Dorn
Andrews, Ala. Dowdy
Andrews, Dwyer
N. Dak. Felghan
Arends Findley
Ashbrook Fisher
Ashmore Ford
Auchincloss Foreman
Avery Fountain
Ayres Gibbons
Baker Goodling
Baldwin Grant
Baring Griffin
Barry Gross
Bates Grover
Battin Gurney
Beermann Hall
Bell Halleck
Bennett, Mich, Halpern
Berry Harsha
Betts Harvey, Mich
Bolton, Hoeven
Frances P Hoffman
Bolton, Horan
Oliver P. Horton
Bow Huddleston
Brock Hutchinson
Bromwell Jarman
Broomfield Jensen
Brotzman Johansen
Broyhill, N.c, Johnson, Pa.
Broyhill, Va.  Jonas
Bruce Keith
Burleson King, N.Y.
Burton Kyl
Byrnes, Wis.  Laird
Casey IAngon
Cederberg Latta
Chamberlain  Lipscomb
Chenoweth Lloyd
Clancy McClory
Clausen, McDade
Don H. McIntire
Cleveland McLoskey
Collier McMillan
Colmer MacGregor
Corbett Marsh
Cramer Martin, Calif.
Cunningham May
Curtin Meader
Curtis Miller, N.Y.
Derwinski Minshall
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Skubitz
Smith, Va.
Snyder
Stafford
Stinson
Taft
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Tuck

Utt

Van Pelt
Wallhauser
Watson
Weaver
Westland
Whalley
Whitten
Widnall
Wilson, Bob
Wilson, Ind.
Winstead
Wydler
Wyman

ANSWERED "PRESENT"—8

Downing Mathias
Frelinghuysen Matthews

Morse
Rivers, 8.C.

NOT VOTING—80

Abbitt Finnegan
Abernethy Fino

Adalr Forrester
Aspinall Fulton, Pa
Becker Fulton, Tenn
Belcher Glenn
Bolling Goodell
Bray Gubser
Brown, Ohlo Haley
Burkhalter Harrison
Cahill Harvey, Ind
Cannon Hébert
Celler Henderson
Clawson, Del Herlong
Dague Holifield
Davis, Tenn. Hosmer
Derounian Hull

Diggs Jones, Ala.
Ellsworth Jones, Mo.
Evins Karth

Eilburn
Ellgore
Enox
Eunkel
Lennon
MecCulloch

Mailliard
Martin, Mass.
Martin, Nebr.
Michel
Milliken
Montoya
Moore

Powell Sller Tollefson
Reuss Smith, Calif. Tupper
Riehlman Springer Waggonner
Rogers, Colo, Stephens ‘Wharton
Rooney, Pa. Sullivan Willlams
Scott Talcott Younger
Shipley Taylor

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Earth for, with Mr. Downing against.

Mr. Philbin for, with Mr. Rivers of South
Carolina against.

Mr. Matthews for, with Mr. Haley against.

Mr, Mathias for, with Mr., McCulloch
against.
Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Enox
against.

Mr. Morse for, with Mr. Derounian against.,

Mr. Evins for, with Mr, Adair agalnst.

Mr, Hébert for, with Mr, Eilburn against.

Mr. Burkhalter for, with Mr. Abernethy
against,

Mr. Celler for, with Mr. Willlams against.

Mr. Davis of Tennessee for, with Mr. Hen-
derson against.

Mr. Finnegan for, with Mr. Lennon against.

Mr. Jones of Alabama for, with Mr, Scott
against,

Mr. Tupper for, with Mr. Waggonner
against.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee for, with Mr.
Abbitt against.

Mr. Holifield for, with Mr, Brown of Ohio
against.

Mr. Montoya for, with Mr, Michel against.

Mr. O'Brien of Illinois for, with Mr. Martin
of Nebraska against.

Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Fino against.

Mr. Reuss for, with Mr. Smith of California
against.

Mr, Rogers of Colorado for, with Mr, Cahill
against.

Mr. Shipley for, with Mr. Bray against.

Mr. Rooney of Pennsylvania for, with Mr.
Gubser against.

Mrs. Sullivan for, with Mr. Harrison
against.

Mr.Taylor for, with Mr. Becker against.

Mr. Osmers for, with Mr. Ellsworth against.

Mr. Martin of Massachusetts for, with Mr.
Younger against.

Mr. Fulton of Pennsylvania for, with Mr,
Hosmer against.

Mr, Diggs for, with Mr. Belcher against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Aspinall with Mr. Riehlman.

Mr, Kilgore with Mr. Harvey of Indiana.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Glenn,
Mr. Hull with Mr. Siler.

Mr, Stephens with Mr, Talcott.

Mr, Murray with Mr., Tollefson.

Mr, Herlong with Mr. Goodell.

Mr. Forrester with Mr, Moore.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. KarTH]. Due to trans-
portation difficulties he could not he
here. If he were present he would have
voted “yea.” I voted “nay.” I with-
draw my vote and vote “present.”

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I have a live pair with the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. PHIL-
BIN]. Because of the very, very heavy
snow it was physically impossible for
him to be here today. If he were pres-
ent he would have voted “yea.” I voted
“nay.” I withdraw my vote and vote
t‘pmsent-D,

Mr., MATTHEWS. Mr, Speaker, I
have a live pair with the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Hareyl, who is ill and
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could not be here today. If he were
present he would have voted “nay.” I
voted “yea.”” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. McCorrocH] who finds it impos-
sible to be here today. If he were pres-
ent he would have voted “nay.” I voted
“yea.” I withdraw my vote and vote
“present.”

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I have a live pair with the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Enox]. If he were
present he would have voted “nay.” I
voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, I have a
live pair with the gentleman from New
York [Mr, DErouNIAN]. If he were pres-
ent he would have voted “nay.” I voted
“yea.” I withdraw my vote and vote
«presentlu

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re-
port the next amendment in disagree-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 22: Page 18, line
22, insert:

“For payment to Nancy P. Kefauver, widow
of Estes Kefauver, late a Senator from the
State of Tennessee, $22,500."

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PassmanN moves that the House recede

from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 22 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 25:
10, insert the following:

“MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS

“For an additional amount for ‘Miscel-
laneous ‘items’, $215,000: Provided, That ef-
fective January 1, 1964, the paragraph relat-
ing to official long-distance telephone calls
to and from Washington, District of Colum-
bia, under the heading ‘Contingent Expenses
of the Senate’ in Public Law 478, Seventy-
ninth Congress (2 U.S.C. 46¢c) , as amended, is
amended by striking out the words ‘one
hundred and twenty' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘one hundred and sixty’ and by
striking out the words ‘six hundred’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘eight hundred’.”

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PassMAN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 26 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next amendment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 26:
21, insert the following:

“STATIONERY (REVOLVING FUND)

“For an additlonal amount for stationery,

$60,600: Provided, That commencing with

the fiscal year 1964 and thereafter the allow-
ance for stationery for each Senator and the

Page 18, line

Page 18, line
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President of the Senate shall be at the rate
of $2,400 per annum.”

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. PassMAN moves that the House recede
from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 26 and concur therein.

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider the votes by
which action was taken on the several
mofions was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may extend their remarks at this point
in the Recorp on the conference report.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE TO NOTIFY THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
resolution (H. Res. 601) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That & committee of two Mem-
bers be appointed by the House to join a
similar committee appointed by the Senate,
to walt upon the President of the United
Btates and inform him that the two Houses
have completed their business of the session
and are ready to adjourn, unless the Presi-
dent has some other communication to make
to them.

The resolution was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the gentleman from Oklahomea [Mr, AL-
pERT] and the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. HaLLEcK] to wait on the President.

STATEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAEKER. The Chair desires to

express his thanks to all Members of
the House, all of my colleagues, for the
many courtesies and kindnesses you
have extended to me during the past
year.
I realize the sacrifices that each and
everyone of you has made and I know
that a grateful constituency and the
country as a whole will appreciate it.

I extend to each and every one of you
and your loved ones the greetings of
the holy season and my very best
wishes for happiness and joy for you
and your loved ones at Christmas and
during the coming new year and that
God will bestow on each and every one
of you and your loved ones an
abundance of His choicest blessings.

SUPPORT FOR THE 18-YEAR-OLD
VOTE

Mr. HECHLER, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REecorp in two
instances.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

There was no objection.

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, since
the President’s Commission on Registra-
tion and Voting Participation recom-
mended that each State consider reduc-
ing the voting age to 18, there have been
a great many expressions of support for
this proposal.

At Huntington East High School,
Huntington, W. Va. and at Marshall
University in Huntington, the West Vir-
ginia Youth Suffrage Committee has
been organized. Among the leaders in
the movement at Huntington East High
School are Ann Cyrus, June Hunt, David
Webb, and Richard Jackson. All of
these high school seniors are extremely
busy with responsible extracurricular
activities—for example, Jackson, first-
string halfback on the football team is
also vice president of the student body
at Huntington East—yet they regard it
an obligation and a responsibility to de-
vote a vast amount of time to this eivie
activity. At Marshall University, among
those who have played a leading role in
this drive are Kenneth Gainer, president
of the student body; Francis Fabi,
Michael Carroll, Dean Thompson, and
John L. Jones.

In the current December 1963 issue of
the Huntington East High School news-
paper the Babpipes, Miss June Hunt,
Huntington East senior, has penned a
cogent editorial entitled “Time To Move"
which, under unanimous consent, I in-
clude in my remarks:

Time To Move

This, the 100th anniversary of the found-
ing of our State, is the year in which to
move forward.

Since the beginning of 1963, certain young
citizens, Including five seniors at Huntington
East, interested in the progress of the State
of West Virginia, have become aware of the
need for ex.ercl.n.lng their op!.nlom in govern-
ment both on a local and State level. These
opinions can best be expressed by glving
young people the right to vote at the age of
18,

During the past summer, I had the oppor-
tunity to work in Ken HecH-
LER's office for a week. This experience—the
excitement of seeing our Government in
action and getting to meet governmental
leaders—greatly increased my awareness and
interest in governmental and civic affairs.
By the time students reach 18, many are
very much interested in current affairs; if
denied the right to vote, they frequently
lose interest by the time they are 21 and are
allowed to vote.

The minimum age for employment under
Federal civil service laws is 18. The min-
Imum draft age is 18. Federal rellef for de-
pendent children is suspended upon reaching
the age of 18. Under the penal code, an 18-
year-old can be committed to the Federal
prison at the discretion of the Attorney
General,

In four States this lowered voting age has
been successfully tried—Georgia (18), Een-
tucky (18), Alaska (19), and Hawall (20).
According to John A. Burns, Governor of
Hawall, “It is difficult to give reasons why
the voting age should be 20 or any other
specific age, older or younger, for as you
know, the necessary maturity can come to
exist in some people while still very young
and perhaps never develop in others. I can-
not believe, however, that 18 would be too
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young, as young people today are becoming
more politically conscious at an earlier age.”

In 1961, U.8. Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH
proposed an amendment to the U.S. Consti-
tution to set the voting age in all 50 States
at 18. At the same time Senator ROBERT
Byrp of West Virginia introduced a com-
panion bill. Many State officials, including
Governor Barron, Representative Ken Hech-
ler, SBenators Jennings Randolph and Robert
Byrd, Lyle 8mith and C. H. “Jackie"” Mc-
Kown, State Auditor Denzil Gainer, State
Fire Commissioner Dick Kyle and others, are
personally in favor of this move.

Many young West Virginlans are leaving
the State. But the right to vote will give
18-year-olds a voice in the kind of future
they would like for West Virginia and give
them a stake in bullding the State.

I, personally, am proud to be assoclated
with such a movement. I'm happy that this
campaign began at Huntington East, and is
spreading throughout the State from here.
This can really raise our school's prestige in
the eyes of both the student and adult world.
I feel that we, as students, should back this
campaign and continue spurring it on to the
hilt,

JUNE HUNT.

Mr. Speaker, as further evidence of
the rising tide of support for the 18-
year-old vote, I also ask to be printed an
editorial in the December 23, 1963, issue
of the Huntington, W. Va., Herald-Dis-
patch:

Ir TueY'RE OLp EnovucH To FicHT, THEY'RE
Orp ExouvcH To VoTE

With the recommendation of a Presidential
Commission that 18-year-olds should be al-
lowed to vote in all States, we are heartily
in accord and have previously said so on
several occasions.

There are no really wvalid arguments
against this needed reform In State and Na-
tional election laws. Such ents as
there are do not amount to much alongside
the blunt fact that an 18-year-old can be in-
ducted into the armed services and required
to fight for his country.

A nation which—in 48 of the 50 States—-
disfranchises its uniformed fighting men
until they attain the age of 21 is following a
policy that is both illogical and embitter-
ing. Young people cannot understand why
such a paradoxical system exists. It is in-
defensible.

The Commission did not, however, base its
recommendation for voting age on military
service age. The members expressed the be-
lief that the lower voting age would stimu-
late the interest of young people in politics
and government and raise voter participa-
tion in the age group from 21 to 30.

By the time these young people reach 21,
the Commission sald, they are “so far re-
moved from the stimulation of the education
process that their interest in public affairs
has waned.”

Only two States—Kentucky and Georgia—
currently extend the vote to 18-year-olds.
Pending a more extensive study of voting
trends in the last Kentucky statewide elec-
tlon, State officials are reasonably certain
that young voters went to the polls in en-
couragingly large numbers,

As we pointed out here recently in urging
West Virginia's Legislature to submit the
question of a lower voting age to the people,
our Constitution does not specify 21 as the
legal voting age. It simply says that “no
person who is a minor” shall vote—and by
common law that term is used to describe
a person who is not yet 21.

The Presidential Commission made several
other recommendations, including abolition
of the poll tax and abolition of all literacy
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tests—but not on the grounds that they are
being abused. The Commission conceded
the abuses, but sald that “no American
should be denied the right to vote because
his formal education is limited."”

This would imply that literacy tests—in
those States which have them and enforce
them—are being used to deny the vote to
people who can at least read and write.

The dictionary definition of illiteracy is
the inability to read and write, and if this is
the only test being used to establish literacy,
there are excellent reasons why it is justifi-
able. It seems doubtful that a voter in this
day and age can inform himself intelligently
on the qualifications of candidates—or even
on their availability—if he cannot read.

Again, West Virginia's constitution 1is
silent on this matter of literacy. It does
deny the vote to paupers, but the stricture
is seldom invoked.

In several other recommendations the
Commission seeks to “make voting easier” by
simplifying registration practices and resi-
dentlal requirements. By and large, these
proposals would be ineffective, even if there
were any prospect that the States could
agree on standards for registrations and resi-
dencles.

Making it easier to vote does not necessar-
ily increase the desire to vote. It does not
expand the citizen’s sense of obligation to go
to the polls and participate in the affairs of
government.

Until we find the stimulants which will
awaken voters to their responsibilities as well
as their privileges, the American record of
nonvoting will continue to be one of shame-
ful indifference toward a heritage which was
so dearly acguired and which was once so
proudly preserved.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S FIRST
MONTH

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, as the
flags of the Nation go up to the fop of
the mast, we pause on this eve of Christ-
mas to express the firm confidence of
the people of America in our President.

One of the crowning achievements of
President Lyndon B. Johnson is that he
lias so keenly sensed the mood of the
American people. Millions of Americans
walked with him, stunned with grief, on
that Sunday afternoon in late November
when he strode up to place the wreath by
the casket of our martyred President.
We were proud of the warmth and dig-
nity with which President and Mrs.
Johnson greeted the great heads of state
who had come from all corners of the
earth to pay their last homage to our
fallen leader.

President Johnson expressed the per-
sonal emptiness which each of us felt
at the loss of President Kennedy, be-
cause he felt it so deeply himself. Yet
he also sensed that out of this tragedy,
tears had washed away some of the
malice and hate and laid bare the Na-
tion’s conscience. Just as President Ken-
nedy had articulated the burning desire
of the people for a fresh idealism in
programs like the Peace Corps, now Pres-
ident Johnson successfully lifted the Na-
tion from its despair and gave voice to
its determination to move forward to-
ward higher goals.

In his first hundred days in 1933, Pres-
ident Franklin D. Roosevelt electrified
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the Nation with his program which res-
cued the ship of state from the slough of
despond. Nothing comparable to that
happened until the man who so much
admires F.D.R. took the helm a month
ago.

As the President and his gracious First
Lady are winging their way homeward
for Christmas, our hopes and our prayers
go with them. They have forged a new
unity and strength of spirit in the Amer-
ican people. In President Johnson's first
month in office he has displayed that
touch of greatness which gives new
meaning to the American dream,

Mr. Speaker, at this point I ask that
there be printed in the Recorp an edi-
torial from the Washington Post of De-
cember 22, 1963:

THE FirsT MONTH

This day, by the calendar, marks the first
moth of the Presidency of Lyndon B. John-
son; but the calendar Is inadequate to meas-
ure days so packed with events. It must
seem an epoch or an era to the man who as-
sumed great office in the wake of great trag-
edy just 31 days ago.

Such was the dreadful impact of the
events of November 22 that much that hap-
pened thereafter is seen as though dimly
remembered from a distant dream. But
what happened after November 22 also will
have its place in history. These events are
at once a tribute to the man who be-
came President and to the country of which
he became President.

President Johnson took up the burdens
of great office with confidence and assur-
ance and he has met the challenge of the
crisls without false step or faltering. It
has been a flawless performance. The Gov-
ernment plainly is in the bands of a pro-
fessional politiclan whose virtuosity, if it
continues, promises to make that sometime
pejorative term more synonymous with
statesman.

The great Federal Establishment has
moved on with the business of state with-
out a single disorder or convulsion, steady-
ing, in the wake of calamity, to all the de-
mands that crisis has made upon it. Those
in the most sensitive governmental posts
contributed to the uninterrupted and on-
going conduct of affairs by continuing in
office at the invitation of a President who
instantly sensed the especial contributlion
they could make to governmental stability.

The new President skillfully met the chal-
lenges of transition; and so did the Fed-
eral organization and the country governed
by it. In these 4 eventful weeks surely
the world has had a revealing glimpse of
our institutions and of our people, oper-
ating in the midst of great emergency. If
doubts there were, the glimpse must have
been reassuring.

A people, shattered, stunned and dis-
mayed by the assassination of a President
who was greatly loved and admired, have
a right to feel proud of themselves, of their
governmental institutions and of the new
President at their head, as they survey the
eventful weeks through which they have
Just passed.

NEVER SHUN A CONTROVERSY, LET
THE CHIPS FALL WHERE THEY
MAY, LET'S BE FORTHRIGHT ON
FEDERAL SPENDING, ETC.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
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this point in the Recorp and include a
letter. .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, in these
last trying days we have been concerned
in this body with one of the more con-
troversial categories of Federal spend-
ing—the foreign aid program. In the
course of this debate I have received
many letters from my constituents ask-
ing, not only how I stand on foreign aid,
which I support, but how I stand on pub-
lic spending in general.

Mr, Speaker, this is always an exciting
challenge, for like all Members I am
anxious to make my views eminently
clear on every question that comes up.

Now, in regard to Federal spending, I
find in some parts of my State a clear
consensus that we should have lower
taxes but more defense, fewer Federal aid
programs but more Federal money spent
in Arizona, less bureaucracy but more
jons for deserving constituents. I am
not at all sure that my State is unique
in this respect.

In recent days I received a letter from
one constituent asking my views on Fed-
eral spending, and I drafted a reply. I
was about to mail it when I decided to
give the matter just a little further
thought. However, I put so much work
into the letter that I thought it might be
of some value to those of my colleagues
who find themselves similarly hard
pressed on the Federal spending issue.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, without ob-
jection I shall insert my unmailed con~
stituent reply at this point in the REcorp:

Dear FrienD: You have expressed alarm
at the rate of Federal spending, and asked
me as your Congressman where I stand. I
had not intended to discuss this controver-
slal question at this particular time. Howv-
ever, I want you to know that I do not shun
a controversy. On the contrary I will take
a stand on any issue at any time no matter

how fraught with controversy it may be.
Here is exactly how I stand.

If, when you say “Federal spending” you
mean the billions of dollars wasted on out-
moded naval shipyards and surplus airbases
in Georgia, Texas, and New York; if you mean
the billions of dollars lavished at Cape Ken-
nedy and Houston on a “moondoggle” our
Nation cannot afford; if, sir, you mean the $2
billion wasted each year In wheat and corn
price supports which rob midwestern farmers
of their freedoms and saddle taxpayers with
outrageous costs of storage In already bulg-
ing warehouses; if you mean the $4 billion
spent every year to operate veterans hospitals
in other States in order to provide 20 million
able-bodied veterans with care for civilian
fllness; if you mean such socialistic and
pork-barrel projects as urban renewal, publie
housing, and TVA which cynically seek votes
while robbing our taxpayers and weakening
the moral fiber of millions of citizens in our
Eastern States; if you mean the bloated Fed-
eral ald to education schemes calculated to
press Federal educational controls down up-
on every student in this Nation; if you mean
the $2 billion misused annually by our
Public Health Service and Natlonal Institutes
of Health on activities designed to prostitute
the medical profession and folst soclalized
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medicine on every American; if, sir, you mean
all these ill-advised, unnecessary Federal
activities which have destroyed States rights,
created a vast, ever-growing, empire-building
hureaucracy regimenting a once-free people
by the illusory bait of cradle-to-grave secu-
rity, and which indeed have taken us so far
down the road to socialism that it may be,
even at this hour, too late to retreat—then
I am unylelding, bitter, and four square in
my opposition, regardless of the personal or
political consequences.

But, on the other hand, if when you say
“Federal spending” you mean those funds
which maintain Davis-Monthan Air Force
Base, Fort Huachuca, and other Arizona de-
fense installations so vital to our Natlon's
security, and which every year pour hun-
dreds of millions of dollars into our State’s
economy; if you mean the Truman-Eisen-
hower-Kennedy-Johnson mutual security
program which bolsters our allies along the
periphery of the Iron Curtain enabling them
to resist the diabolical onslaught of a god-
less communism and maintain their inde-
pendence; if you mean those funds to send
our brave astronauts voyaging, even as Co-
lumbus, into the unknown, in order to guar-
antee that no aggressor will ever threaten
these great United States by nuclear black-
mail from outer space; if you mean those
sound farm programs which insure our hardy
Arizona cotton farmers a falr price for their
fiber, protect the sanctity of the family farm,
insure reasonable prices for consumers, and
put to work for all the people of the world
the miracle of American agricultural abun-
dance; if you mean those VA programs which
pay pensions to our brave soldiers crippled

in mortal combat and discharge our debt of

honor to thelr widows and orphans and
which provide employment for thousands
of Arizonans in our fine VA hospitals in
Tucson, Phoenix, and Prescott; if, sir, you
refer to such Federal programs as the central
Arizona reclamation project which will, while
repaying 96 percent of its cost with interest,
provide our resourceful people with water
to insure the growth and prosperity of our
State; If you mean the Federal educational
funds which build desperately needed college
classrooms and dormitories for our local uni-
versities, provide little children in our Ari-
zona schools with hot lunches (often their
only decent meal of the day), furnish voca-
tional training for our high school youth,
and pay $10 million in impact funds to re-
lieve the hard-pressed Arizona school prop-
erty taxpayers from the impossible demands
created by the presence of large Federal in-
stallations; if you mean the Federal medi-
cal and health programs which have eradi-
cated the curse of malaria, smallpox, scarlet
fever, and polio from our country and which
even now enable dedicated teams of scien-
tists to close in mercilessly on man's age-old
enemies of cancer, heart disease, muscular
dystrophy, multiple sclerosis, and mental
retardation that afilict our little children,
senior citizens, and men and women in the
prime years of life; if you mean all these
Federal activities by which a free people in
the spirit of Jefferson, Lincoln, Teddy Roose=
velt, Wilson, and F.D.R., through a fair and
progressive income tax, preserve domestic
tranguillity and promote the general welfare
while preserving all our cherished freedoms
and our self-reliant national character, then
I shall support them with all the vigor at my
command.

This is my stand and I will not com-
promise,

Sincerely,
MogrIs K. UpALL,
Member of Congress.
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OUR CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE U.N.
VOLUNTARY PROGRAMS

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Minnesota ?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, for the
first time in the history of the Foreign
Assistance Act Congress has reduced the
U.S. support for the U.N. voluntary pro-
grams. In an attempt to restore House
cuts in the U.N. allocation I submitted an
amendment restoring the full amount to
these programs on Monday, December
16, the day the House passed the aid
appropriations bill.

In the course of debate on the amend-
ment, several points were raised criti-
cizing our efforts under the U.N. Time
did not allow extensive rebuttal, so I wish
now to submit my replies to what I con-
sider to be the 10 most salient arguments
against our contributions for the U.N.
voluntary programs.

I have listed the criticisms point by
point and my reply follows each specific
charge:

1. Increasing U.S. bilateral technical as-
sistance aid doesn’t warrant increasing the
U.8. dollar contributions for UN. techniecal
assistance ald.

Comment;: The needs of the less developed
countries for assistance in improving their
techniques of production, for building up
their educational systems, for training of
officials to provide essential governmental
services, and for preparing sound and well-
based plans for economic development far
exceed the technical assistance now being
provided by the United States on a bilateral
basis, by the U.N. agencles, and by other
bilateral programs.

The UN, programs, with major support
from the United States, complement the U.S,
bilateral programs by tapping the substantial
pool of technical and linguistic skills and
familiarity with the less developed areas
which are available in other developed
countries such as those of Western Europe.
The multilateral programs also permit the
sharing of developmental experlence of the
underdeveloped countiries with each other,
through the exchange of experts and stu-
dents.

The Clay Committee noted other advan-
tages. “A multilateral organization, having
no political or commercial interests of its
own to serve, is able to concentrate on ob-
taining the greatest posslible return, in terms
of economic and social development, for each
dollar of aid funds invested. It is also better
able to limit its assistance to projects which
are soundly conceived and executed and to
condition the financing of such projects
under appropriate economic performance by
the recipient country. Moreover, conditions
imposed by an international cooperative or-
ganizations are not so susceptible to the
charge that they infringe on the sovereignty
of the recipient country; even if they offend
national sensitivities, they do less damage
to the fragile fabric of comity among nations
than when such resentment is directed
against a single country.”

Pinally, it should be noted that the U.S.
pledge to match contributions of other gov-
ernments to the UN. expanded program of
technical assistance and Special Fund at a
40-60 ratio, has been an important factor
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in the steady increase of financial support
by other countries. :

2. The Clay Committee recommended 32
percent contributions instead of the present
40 percent for U.N. voluntary programs.

Comment: The executive branch keeps un-
der continuing review the rate of U.S. volun-
tary contributions to international programs,
with the objective of assuring that the pro-
grams are carrled forward at the minimum
level consistent with U.8. national interests
and at the minimum cost to the United
States.

Over the past several years the United
States has urged, where appropriate, the in-
corporation of voluntary programs into the
regular assessed budgets of international or-
ganizations, and have achieved this with
respect to the NATO science program and the
World Health Organization's program for
malaria eradication. This incorporation has
meant that the U.S. contribution to the
former program, initially at 50 percent, was
reduced to 256 percent and that the U.S. con-
tribution to malaria eradication was reduced
from virtually 100 percent to less than 32
percent.

In recent years the U.S. contributions to
the U.N. expanded program of technical as-
sistance, the U.N. Speclal Fund, and the world
food program have been a level of 40 percent.
Our contribution to the U.N. Children’s Fund
has been higher, but is proposed at 40 per-
cent in 1964. This is, in the opinion of the
executive branch, an appropriate level, as it
is a fair proportion taking into consideration
the relative per capita income of the contrib-
uting countries; it exerts pressures on other
donor governments who we believe are able
to contribute more; and it is considered an
appropriate proportion for the United States
to contribute as the leader of the develop-
ment efforts of the free world.

There is another type of U.N. program,
primarily of a peacekeeping nature, such
as the U.N. military operation in the Congo
and the UN. Emergency Force in the Mid-
dle East, toward which the United States
has in the past contributed up to 48 percent.
Our national security interests were of course
significantly involved. The TUnited States
recently undertook an initiative at the
United Nations to develop a better system
of financing these activities. The formula
for 1964 worked out at the U.N. brings down
the U.S. contribution to about 37 percent on
the basis of combined assessed and voluntary
contributions.

The UNRWA program on rellef to Pales-
tine refugees 1s one which again relates di-
rectly to U.S. security interests and it would
be difficult to reduce our percentage share
of support below our current 70 percent with-
out affecting many of our vital interests in
this sensitive area of the Middle East. We
are, nevertheless, seeking to reduce the dollar
outflow to this program through a number
of devices, and we have achieved a remark-
able degree of success in this direction
through the use of Public Law 480 foodstuffs,
U.S.-owned local currencies, ete.

3. State Department asked for reduced
funds—from $136 million down to $127
million,

Comment: In late September, after the
formal hearings on the foreign aid appro-
priation bill before the House Appropriations
Subcommittee, the Assistant Secretary of
State for International Organization Affairs,
consulted informally with the chairman of
the subcommittee. At that time, the Sec-
retary stated that the estimate made in the
fall of 1962 of the U.S. contribution to the
Indus Waters Development Fund during
fiscal year 1964 appeared too high. Indica-
tions from the managers of the fund sug-
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that their call would be roughly &9
million less than the earlier estimate.

On the other hand, the Secretary indi-
cated that negotiations at U.N. headquar-
ters on the financing formula for U.N, peace-
keeping operations in the Middle East and
the Congo suggested a new requirement of
approximately $3.8 million as a voluntary
contribution for the latter half of 1963 and
the first half of 1964, These changes taken
together suggested a reduction to 8127,
090,000 of the amount required for contri-
butions to international organizations in
fiscal year 1964.

In November 1963, the annual pledging
sessions for the U.N. Expanded Program of
Technical Assistance and Special Fund for
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1964 were held at U.N. headquarters. The
pledges made by other governments were
substantially higher than the U.S. estimate
made & year ago. On the 40-percent match-
ing formula, the U.S. contribution to the two
U.N. programs would be higher than the $55
million contained in the original fiscal year
1964 estimate.

In his testimony before the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee, on December 12, the
Assistant Secretary for International Orga-
nization Affairs formally stated that the esti-
mate for voluntary contributions to interna-
tional organizations had been reduced from
$136,050,000 to $130,903,000. The original
estimate as compared with the revision
follows:

Voluntary coniributions to international organizations
“In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year 1964 program Presentation| Current Change
@ request
1. UNTA Special Fond.. 55.000 59,000
2. U.N. economic assistance to the Congo.... 5. 000 5.000
3, U.N. Reliet and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees. ... __..__. 17.200 17.200
4, U.N, Children's Fund 12, 000 12,000
5. H‘I;;I'AO \&grld!{ood program ?g% igﬁ s
6. operational Program. .o oo oo ‘ f 3
7. WHO medical resear 2 . 500 . 500
8. %l?qus Wal.el:s &= 43.100 32%
Dol Y ot vt i E?.' 473
UNEF . =15 1. 180
136. 050 130. 903

4, The President may transfer money out
of the contingency fund into other funds
of the U.N.

5. The committee took out the provision
limiting the transfer of funds by the Presi-
dent to $10 million. Therefore, the Presi-
dent can fund U.N. programs completely if
he desires.

Comment: The applicable legislation (sec.
451 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended) provides that the contingency
fund may be used in accordance with other
provisions in the act governing economic as-
sistance, when the President “determines
such use to be important to the national
interest.”

The use of contingency funds to supple-
ment the funds appropriated for voluntary
contributions to international organizations
and programs will therefore require a de-
termination by the President.

6. There is “fat” in the UN. appropria-
tions that can be ellminated.

Comment: In order to seek congressional
approval of the level of U.S. voluntary con-
tributions to international organizations, the
executive branch submits its proposals in
advance of pledges to the organizations. As
the U.S. pledges are normally made a per-
centage of total contributions, the executive
branch must estimate the contributions
which will be forthcoming at a future date.

In some years, the executive branch has
underestimated the amount of funds re-
quired in a given fiscal year to meet proposed
pledges. Such shortfalls have been met by
transfers within the foreign assistance funds
or by appropriation in a following year. In
other years, the executive branch has over-
estimated the amounts which will be drawn
down by other contributions. Only in this
sense s there “fat” in the request for fiscal
year 1964. If the funds requested prove to
be in excess of the amount needed, they will
not of course be obligated.

7. The World Health Organization sent
two boatloads of jeeps to Cuba, and Cuba
and other Communist countries are being as-
sisted by U.8, contributions to the U.N.

Comment: The reference to 2 boatloads
of jeeps may relate to the voluntary con-
tribution by the U.S.8.R. of 19 jeeps and 16
trucks to the World Health Organization in
1961, which were shipped to Cuba for use
in the malaria eradication campaign.

The campaign in Cuba is part of a world-
wide effort, undertaken by both the Pan
American Health Organization (PAHO), and
the World Health Organization (WHO), pur-
suant to resolutions of the governing bodies
of both organizations in 1954 and 1955, re-
spectfully, which complements U.S. exten-
sive bilateral activities In this field.

The United States has strongly supported
the campaign for the eradication of malaria
and has been the chief contributor to the
malaria eradicticn special accounts of the
WHO and PAHO since their establishment.
The U.S. Congress, in making provision for
such contributions has declared it to be our
policy to assist other governments in eradi-
cating the scourge of malaria In order to
ralse the economiec and soclal conditions of
the people of these countries.

All countrles in the Americas having
malaria have participated in and benefited
from this program, including Cuba, which
first requested assistance from PAHO in 1957.
An agreement was signed between the Cuban
Government and PAHO in 1959 and technical
assistance has been rendered the Cuban
Government since that date. This assist-
ance has taken the form of assignment of
malaria consultants, and supplies and equip-
ment as in the case of other countries en-
gaged in the campalgn. For the current
year, all such assistance to Cuba is financed
by WHO from its regular budget. WHO 1is
providing the salaries and allowance of one
medical officer, one sanitary engineer, one
entomologist, and two sanitarians, estimated
to cost $83,375, and $10,000, is being expended
for supplies and equipment, and $4,300 for
fellowships, Estimates of the Cuban Gov-
ernment contribution for this activity in
1963 are approximately $1 million.

The malaria program in Cuba has now
entered the major operational stage of DDT
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spraying of houses. Spraying was initiated
in January 1962 and a first cycle was com-
pleted in one portion of the country in June.
The program of spraying is planned for con-
tinuation throughout the current year.
Nonetheless, the incldence of malarla in
Cuba has been on the increase and has risen
from 1,600 cases in 1960 to 3,000 plus in 1962.

There has been a heavy breakdown in both
automotive and spraying equipment and the
absence of spare parts for replacement has
impeded the progress of the program. Since
the importation of the 35 Russian vehicles
donated to the WHO by the Soviet Union, no
new vehicles have been made available to the
Cuban Government by WHO.

It should be noted that as long as malaria
is present in Cuba there is a risk of re-
infestation of neighboring countries includ-
ing the United States, from which malaria
has been eradicated. Continuation of WHO
aseistance to Cuba wunder its regular pro-
gram is therefore considered desirable.

With respect to the statement that Cuba
and other Communist countries are being
assisted by U.S. contributions to the UN., it
is pertinent to note that Communist coun-
trles contribute considerably more to the
U.N. Expanded Program of Technical Asslst-
ance and the Special Fund than they receive
from these programs in project assistance.
In the years 1950-63, the Communist coun-
tries contributed §20.4 million to the ex-
panded program and received $10.1 million in
asslstance. From the inauguration of the
Special Fund in 1959 to June 1963, the Com-
munist countries gave $8.2 million and re-

celved Special Pund projects totaling £5.6

million.

In other words, Communist contributions
to the two programs, in addition to financing
U.N. Technical Asslstance projects in Com-
munist countries, also contributes to the
financing of §13.56 million worth of projects
in non-Communist countries.

8. UNICEF is more than adequately sup-
ported. It recently had enough reserve funds
to provide a $10 million loan to finance the
operating expenses of the UN.

Comment;: Normally, payment of U.S.
funds pursuant to voluntary pledges made
to international organizations are made at
perfodic intervals after notification by the
respective Secretariats that matching con-
tributions have been received from other
governments. This procedure has been
adopted as a matter of administrative policy.

In the spring of 1961 the UN. was facing
a major deficit in the financing of the U.N.
military operations in the Congo. While the
operation was authorized in July 1960, first
assessments were not actually voted until De-
cember 1960, Payments by governments in
response to the peacekeeping assessment were
not, of course, immediately forthcoming.

In May, the United States made a payment
of $10 million as part of its contribution of
$12 million appropriated by the Congress
and pledged to UNICEF for the latter's 1961
program. While UNICEF had not recelved
sufficient matching contributions in May to
draw down the entire $10 million, it should
be noted that contributors to UNICEF had
in the past faithfully fulfilled their pledges
to that program, As authorized by the U.N.
financial regulations the Secretary-General
then borrowed the $10 million to help pay
urgent bills; the $10 million was repaid fo
UNICEF on December 27, 1961.

In 1961 and earlier years, UNICEF pursued
a poliey of setting aside sufficient funds to
carry projects through to completion, even
though they might be planned to run for
several years. Therefore the temporary un-
availability of the $10 million did not dis-
rupt ongoing projects. And since UNICEF
could plan on the basis of a later return
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of the $10 million, it continued during 1961
to develop new projects.

9. The U.N. TAP and Special Fund are
funded for $566 million this year and they
also receive aid from other accounts, some
~of which will go to Cuba.

Comment: As noted in the comment on
point 7 above, the ratio of input into the
U.N. Expanded Program of Technical As-
sistance and the Special Fund as compared
with output is running substantially in favor
of the free world and against the Communist
bloe. Over 98 percent of U.N. projects go
to countries on our side of the Iron Curtain.

This result has not been achieved by the
introduction of political considerations into
the distribution of U.N. funds, but on the
basis of techmnical and economiec criteria
applied by the U.N. secretariats. This non-
political character of U.N. programs has
made it possible to have projects approved
for Nationalist China over the objections
of the Soviet Union and of a project in
Israel over the objections of an Arab coun-
try.

The United States has consistently ad-
vocated and supported the position that de-
cisions on U.N. programs and projects for
development of the less-developed countries
be made objectively on economic and tech-
nical grounds. An about-face by the United
Btates could encourage other countries to
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attach similar political strings to their con-
tributions, thus transforming the U.N, as-
sistance programs into a complicated set of
bilateral aid channels designed to reap po-
litical advantage for one side or the other
in the cold war. It should be noted that
after a review of the U.N. technical coopera-
tion programs, an advisory committee on
eminent American citizens recently recom-
mended “that the cold war can and should
be kept out of the technical cooperation op~
erations of the U.N."

10. It is impossible to audit the U.N. vol-
untary programs nor can there be any Ameri-
can control over use of these funds even
though we pay the major share.

Comment: The accounts and other finan-
cial records of the United Nations are audited
annually by a Board of Auditors, presently
consisting of the Auditors General of Colom-
bia, the Netherlands, and Pakistan. These
professional auditors are assisted by a staff.
Their reports are distributed to all member
governments and are reviewed by a commit-
tee of the General Assembly.

Since the U.N. voluntary programs are
carried out by international organizations,
it is obvious that no one country can im-
pose unilateral control over the use of funds
contributed from many sources. However,
the United States is a member of the gov-
erning board of each of these programs and,

December 2

as & major contributor, can and does exert
much influence over decisions on the use
of program funds.

GOLD OUTFLOW AND FOREIGN
ASSISTANCE

Mr. STAEBLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAEBLER. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago we debated the appropriation
for foreign aid. The House had previ-
ously authorized a figure of approximate-
ly $3.6 billion after the adoption of the
conference report. The Appropriations
Committee, in making a case for a drastic
reduction in the appropriation below the
amount authorized, advanced as one of
the key arguments the problem of gold
flow to foreign aid recipients.

The committee presented the following
table, showing sales of gold to 52 coun-
tries which were foreign aid recipients:

Net sales of U.S. gold lo foreign aid program recipients

[In millions of dollars—Negative figures represent net sales by the United States; positive figures represent net purchases]

Jan, 1- L
Country 1958 1959 1960 1061 1962 Julngléaan, Total Country 1058 1050 1960 1961 1962 Jﬁﬁé éo, Total
1
—360.5 || Israel
=716.2 || Italy. . oooomeeaes
=24.7 || Ivory Coast......
~19.1 || Japen.-.c.ococoC
Korea
=1.9 || Laos - —.oooiiis
Lehanon - -
—.7 || Mexico._.--
_?‘ 6 AT,
- =.7 || Netherlands......
e e i -+3.0 -1.3 =2.0 —6.6 —6.9 || N
Costa Rics. .....- —2.3 ] I —2.8
—-2.0 | —2.0
Dal mez. | —.8
......... =17.0] -=15.0f =150 —35.0f <416.0|_ _...._...|] =67.0
-3.0 —3.0
...... —3.2 -2.3 —5.5
I SR THRGN A B —7.5 —7.8] -1.2 -9 -17.4
Country A —4.7 e, 11 SN LN B e 7.7
e —265.7| —=178.0| ... —450.1| —202.6{—1, 100.;
Germany (West) - —33.8 —56.8
it 0 —5.6 —5.6
Greece —15.0| ~—47.0 —01.3
Honanral:: oo T s e - —.8
Ind =11.0] -—24.9 —35.9
Tran —2.3 —. 4 =161 ________ =5.8] ~—24.7 Net sales of
T e L) AN | ......... ] —20.8 —20.8 polll el —1,060. 5—1,026.2|1—1, 535, 8| —737.7|—1,289.9| —273.1|—6,823.2

Utilizing the table, the committee re-
port went on to reach this conclusion:

‘While there may be good and valid reasons
why foreign nations have been able to pur-
chase our gold, in the opinion of the com-
mittee one of the primary reasons is that
the United States, through the foreign aid
program for the same period of January 1,
1958, to June 30, 1963, extended $11,947,-
400,000 in economic and military assistance
to these same 52 foreign nations. This fi-
nancial assistance by the United States in
turn released the revenues of these 62 na-
tions to be used in any way they saw fit and
obviously one of the ways was to buy $6.8
billion of gold from the U.S. Treasury.

It is regrettable that the decision of
the House in reducing the appropriation

reflected this conclusion because it is
erroneous and misleading.

A closer examination of the figures
will demonstrate that it is not true that
the “financial assistance by the United
States released the revenues of these 52
nations to buy $6.8 billion of gold from
the U.S. Treasury.”

Twelve of the countries, listed on the
following charts, accounted for $6.3 bil-
lion of the total gold purchases.

The amount of military and economic
assistance which these 12 countries re-
ceived is shown on the chart. Note that
the total economic assistance for the 12
countries aggregated only $253.8 million.
The total military assistance, delivered

very largely in the form of weapons and
materials from this country’s stock and
not in cash, aggregated $3.09 billion.
The largest purchaser of gold, the
United Kingdom, purchased $2.3 billion
during this period, received no economiec
assistance and only a modest amount of
military assistance. In the case of
France, the second largest purchaser,
which obtained $1.1 billion gold, the eco-
nomic assistance amounted to $200,000
during the period, and the military as-
sistance was modest. In the case of the
third largest gold purchaser, Belgium,
there was no economic assistance and a
small amount of military assistance.

r——.—
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Gold outflow and foreign assistance to 12 major purchasers of U.8. gold, 1958-63
[In millions of dollars]
Tan. 1 Jan. 1
1068 1959 1960 1961 1062 to Total 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 to Total
June 30, June 30,
1003 1963
Austria; Japan—Continued
CGold ontflow. - caevcnn —84.2| —83.0| -10 —142,0| —50.0 | —360.0 Military assistance...| 130.9 | 146.9 85.8 3
Economic assistance..| =.1 .1 0 0 0 0 .2 || Lebanon.
Military assistance... 0 0 0 0 ] 0 1] ROIE, DBREDIY -« o oo i i ol St e -] =210
Belginm: Economic assistance. . 2.5 19.1 1.3 .5
Gold ontflow____..... —320.4 | —38.5 |—140.0 |—144.4 | —63.0 |.......| —T16.2 Military assistance. .. L3 3.6 2 .
Economic assistance... 0 0 0 (1] 0 0 0 Netherlands:
Military assistance... 66. 0 13.3 22.4 0.8 18.8 28.1 1568. 4 Gold outflow........_ —260.9 | —29.9 | —249.4 | —24.0
Denmark: Economic assistance. _ 3.0 0 0 0
Gold outflow. ... —17.0 —lg. 0 —‘Ig. 0 —3(5}. ] +lg, 0 —80. 0 —ﬁ;. 0 o Mtﬂitair}' assistance...| 7.5 22:8 49.9
Economic assistance.. 0 ortugal:
Moﬁir;.nry assistance...| 23.6| 27.2 36.5 33.4 15.0 24.0 150.7 Gold outflow......... ~20.0 | ~10.0 L S e
rance: Economic assistance. . o 0 0 0
Gold outflow.- .- -o.-)-cocnane =266.7 | —173,0 |-oaeooav —459.1 | —202,6 [—1,100.4 Military assistance.._| 18.9 16.7 10.1 .
Economic assistance.. i | " | 0 0 0 0 2 pain:
Military assistance...| 133.8| 110.5 743 25.9 40.9 30.5 305.9 Gold outflow. ... Gy (T —113,7 |—156.2
West Germany: Economic assistance__| 565.1 74.9 49.0
Gold outfow. ..o e cecmnn] =808 | =225 |oconnian|eianaaa —56,3 Military assistance...| 48.2 5.8 60.7 A
Economie assistance.. | 0 0 L] 0 0 0 0 United Kingdom:
Military assistance-..| 165.7 40.6 134. 4 16.0 L5 .3 367,56 Gold outflow.-...... —000.0 |—350.0 | —550.0 |—305.7
Italy: Economie assistance.__ 0 0 0 0
Gold outflow. ... ... —48.8 | e |eaaaa 1000 onsmmcfadnsuias —248.8 Military assistance...| 22,61 133.81 116.5
omic assistance. . .3 0 0 0 0 .8 =
Military assistance...| 102.5 96.6| 1056 | 1350 8.7 2.4 595, 8 Total gold outflow (12 countries).......
X Total economic assistance(12 countries). .......
old outflow._.ocuan —380.1 | —157.4 | —15.2 | coamaaa]ecsniana]amnnnns —202.7 Total military assistance (12 countries)
Economic assistance. . 2.5 2.6 L7 =5 1 0 7

A further figure which confirms the
point that gold-purchasing nations are
not aid recipients is demonstrated by the
transactions for 1962. In that year, only
eight nations receiving economie aid had
gold transactions with the United States
and from these transactions there was a
net gold inflow into the United States
of $123.6 million in 1962. The countries
that did not receive aid accounfed for a
net gold outflow of $833 million.

I hope that when the question of for-
eign aid comes up again in the House, we
may take the occasion to recognize the
facts about foreign aid and the great
contribution which it makes to our for-
eign policy and to the preservation of
the free world.

After all, it is foreign aid which gives
foreign policy, and the President in con-
ducting it, his leverage in dealing with
many situations. Our great military
strength, on which the peace of the world
and freedom depend, is a basic back-
ground for our policy. The active com-
ponent of it depends upon the availabil-
ity of military and economic aid.

A PERSONAL STATEMENT

Mr. KASTENMEIER.  Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?
There was no objection.
Mr, KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
on November 19 the House considered a
public works appropriation bill, HR.
9140. Being home and ill, I was not
recorded as voting on the measure on
final passage. Had I been present for
roll No. 207, I would have voted in the
affirmative.

Mr. Speaker, further, on Saturday,
December 21, in a continuation of the
previous legislative day, the House con-
sidered the conference report on foreign

aid appropriations. Earlier in the eve-
ning of December 20 and during the
recess, I had given my home telephone
number to the Democratic cloakroom for
the purpose of being notified in the event
of any further votes on the preceding
matter. I was not notified as to the
quorum call or either of the two rollcalls
and did not learn that I had missed these
proceedings until later the following
morning.

Mr. Speaker, had I been present on
roll No. 251, relating to the rule on the
foreign aid conference report, I would
have voted in the affirmative, and on
roll No. 252, relating to recommitting
the conference report on H.R. 9499, I
would have voted in the negative.

STARVING ILLITERATES

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
Recorp in three instances and include
some editorials.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina.
Mr. Speaker, much is being said and
written today about the severe economic
plight of the Appalachian region of the
United States. Certainly, there are
parts of the large region which are suf-
fering great problems resulting from the
loss of industries and the closing of
mines that once supported thriving
economies. However, the picture of
hopeless gloom that is being broadly
painted of this whole area is a distortion
of fact which is a disservice to the proud
people in many Appalachian counties
who have done much to develop their
many resources and improve the con-
ditions under which they live.

I have spent a good part of my life in
the mountain countries of the congres-

sional district I have the honor to repre-
sent here. I resent, as I know the fine
people of these areas do, the allegations
that apathy and ignorance abound and
that the economic salvation of people
without imagination or initiative awaits
a kindly handout. It is time that when
the rest of the country looks at Appala-
chia, it sees problems where they exist
and the facts of progress where they
are so clearly apparent.

The Jefferson Standard Broadecasting
Co. of Charlotte in an editorial of Decem-~
ber 19 makes this point well—particu-
larly as it discusses economic develop-
ment in Watauga County, N.C. I com-
mend the good advice in this excellent
editorial to the Congress and those
beyond Capitol Hill to whom it is
addressed:

STARVING ILLITERATES

If we know the southern mountain people,
the members of the Appalachian Reglonal
Development Commission are going to find
themselves extremely unpopular if they
don’t tone down their more lurid statements.
And when you get unpopular with Carolina
mountain people, you might as well have
leprosy.

One member said the commission had to
deal with what he called tragic starvation
in the mountains,

A northern newspaper correspondent at-
tending a meeting at Asheville twisted Gov-
ernor Sanford's statement on the North
Carolina fund so that it seemed to represent
typical rather than exceptional conditions.
He said the fund aims to “break the listless
dependency of thousands of mountain fami-
lies on relief handouts."

There certainly are depressed areas in the
Appalachian region. They need help and
need it badly. To deny this would be to
turn one's back on reality, but statements
such as those we have just quoted give the
impression that the whole mountain region
Is one vast poorhouse of starving illiterates.

The northern correspondent described
Watauga County as an example of extreme
poverty and unemployment, where 60 percent
of the boys drop out of school before reaching
the eighth grade.
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We have been all over Watauga County
and have seen some pockets of depression.
But to describe them as typical of the whole
county betrays either ignorance or dishonest
Jjournalism.

We'd like to take this correspondent to
Boone, as modern a small town as we know
of. We'd show him Appalachian State Col-
lege, give Rim a room In one of the excellent
motels, and feed him a mountain dinner he
would never forget. We'd take him to the
Daniel Boone Amphitheater, which the peo-
ple of the town built with their own re-
sources for one of the country's finest
outdoor historical dramas, “Horn in the
West.” He should see the new industrial
plants employing hundreds of people. He
should also see Blowing Rock with its State
park and its Cone Museum of mountain arti-
facts and crafts.

“Well,” he would say, “there are sophisti-
cated towns. How about the back country?”

All right. Go over to Cove Creek and see
some “starving illiterates” attending one of
the finest sehool plants in the State. Keep
going to Avery County, also on the back-
ward list, and have a look at Lees-McRae Col-
lege and its fine hospital. Drop down to
Yancey County, another on the list, and
have a look at Burnsville's community the-
ater and art center. And there a dinner of
plain mountain food at Nu-Wray Inn will
revise some ideas about starving mountain

We don’t object to helping those who need
help. We are all for it. But we do wish
that these people with the missionary urge
would watch their language. If they don’,
they've got & lot to learn, and the Carolina
mountain people are just the ones who can
teach them.

HOUSE PROCEDURES

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
umanimous eonsent to extend my remarks
at this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter.

‘The SPEAKER. Is fthere objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, an edi-
torial appearing in the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch of Sunday, December 15, 1963,
raises a question of why I have not
stated whether I had signed the petition
which seeks to discharge the Rules Com-
mittee from considering a rule under
which the civil rights bill would be de-
bated on the floor of the House.

Actually, as any enterprising reporter
cou.d find out, my position in this matter
is rather well known, particularly among
my colleagues. I am opposed to dis-
charge petitions except as a measure of
last resort and then only under very
strict guidelines. I have signed only
one discharge petition since I have been
in Congress. It was to discharge the
District of Columbia Committee from
further considering legislation for home
rule for the District of Columbia. I
painted out to the sponsors, who asked
me to assist them, that before such a
diseharge petition would lie, a case had
to be made against the Distriet of Co-
lumbia Committee of misfeasance and/or
nonfeasance in considering the matter.
It became quite apparent in our discus-
sion that the sponsors had not done their
homework. However, I told them I was
interested enough in both the subject
matter and the procedure so that I would
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undertake to do the necessary homework.
And, if objective research revealed that
a case could be made, I would take the
floor of the House to make the case; but
only after notifying the members of the
District of Columbia Committee of my
intentions and the general nature of the
charges.

I asked the Legislative Reference
Service of the Library of Congress to
make a study of the actions and inac-
tions of the District of Columbia Com-
mittee over a period of the past few
yvears in respect to the issue of home
rule. This study took several months
and revealed what I thought was a seri-
ous violation of responsibility on the
part of the District of Columbia Com-
mittee. Aeccordingly, I notified the
members of the District of Columbia
Commitiee that I would take the floor
of the House on & eertain day to air these
charges and to give the chairman and
the members of the District of Columbia
Commitiee the opportunity to reply.
The day came. I took the floor: The
chairman and several members of the
District of Columbia Committee made a
point. of being present and, as I rose to
speak, o march out of the House Cham-~
ber in protest. I set forth the charges.
They remained unanswered. I felt a
case had been made against this com-
mittee and, accordingly, I signed the
discharge petfition—see CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, volume 106, part 9, pages 10774—
10779.

To my amazement, the sponsors of
the legislation seemed unimpressed with
this procedure and the reporting media
gave it only a passing eomment. This
is the last I have heard of a petition to
discharge the District of Columbia
Committee on the subject of home rule.
Did the sponsors want legislation or
simply an issue?

There has been no effort on the part
of the sponsors of the petition to dis-
charge the Rules Committee from con-
sidering & rule for the civil rights bill to
charge the Rules Committee with either
misfeasance or nonfeasance in handling
this matter. Quite the econtrary; the
discharge petition was conceived before
the Rules Committee had any oppor-
tunity to act one way or the other and
was filed just as soon as the minimum
time required, which was accelerated by
the unusual procedure of holding a Sat-
urday session, had elapsed. The basis
for the discharge petition was not that
the Rules Committee had acted improp-

erly—or failed to act—although it was

suggested that it would act improperly—
but rather the sponsors stated it was to
bypass the procedures in order to bring
the civil rights bill to the House forth-
with.

The fact that there are proper pro-
cedures available to bring a measure to
the floor forthwith without doing vio-
lence to the theory of the discharge peti-
tion, which in effect is an accusation of
impropriety against a committee has
been pushed under the rug. Omne such
procedure is Calendar Wednesday., It
should be obvious to any objective ab-
server after the parliamentary maneu-
vering of the House Democratic leader-

December 2}

ship to adjourn the House to avoid Calen-
dar Wednesday on Wednesday, Decem-
ber 11, if it was not before, that the argu-
ments that Calendar Wednesday is a
cumbersome and ineffective procedure
are unfounded. Indeed, this was a
strange argument to be advanced by
sponsors of a discharge petition which in
truth is cumbersome and time consuming.
It is clear that the House by majority
vote can prevent any committee from
abusing Calendar Wednesday by pre-
empting a committee which sincerely
wishes to use Calendar Wednesday. Any
Member can raise the “guestion of con-
sideration.” The question is privileged
and not subject to debate. The majority
can vote “nay"™ on all questions of con-
sideration until the committee which has
a bill waiting for floor action is reached
in the alphabet.

Congressman BoLrmng, after eonsult-
ing with the Parliamentarian, has now
agreed with me that Calendar Wednes-
day continues until the business before
the House is finished and does not termi-
nate in any set number of hours, or days
for that matter. The same legislative
day continues until by majority vote the
House agrees to adjourn. All of us in
the House know that no minority group
can delay the debate against the will of
the majority. Routinely debate is shut
off in the House by majority vote. Inei-
dentally, Calendar Wednesday provides
the rule which is most frequently em-
ployed when the House debates a matter
in the Committee of the Whole, the open,
or 5-minute rule.

I have been anxious to bring to the at-
tention of the Members of Congress, as
well as of the general public, the purpese
and availability of Calendar Wednesday.
Once one understands the Calendar
Wednesday procedure, one realizes that
a great hoax is being played upen the
American people in leading them to be-
lieve that the House Rules Committee
can successfully thwart the will of the
majority of the House in keeping matters
voted out of a legislative committee from
reaching the floor of the House for or-
derly debate.

Of course, those who see political ad-
vantage to be gained from perpetrating
the myth of the power of the Rules
Committee have resisted this effort to
clarify the House rules. These people
come from all shades of political ideology
and from both the two major political
parties; however, their motives are dif-
ferent. The so-called liberal Democrat
has found the mythical power of the
Rules Committee a successful target,
helpful in perpetrating another myth,
the so-called southern Democrat-Re-
publican coalition, The southern Dem-
ocrat and many Republican conserva-
tives have been willing to play the game
because it means thaf legislation they
oppose is kept bottled up. The general
run of Congressmen find the myth very
advantageous in keeping pressure groups
off their backs. The House leadership
of both political parties, of course, seeks
to keep Calendar Wednesday submerged
because it is a major gap in their power
to control the legislative process. In
other words, the Rules Committee serves
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as a very convenient whipping boy for
many groups for varied reasons.

There was an interesting Associated
Press story appearing on page 3-H of
the same Sunday edition of the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch as the editorial under
comment, discussing the Rules Commit-
tee as a “whipping boy” to avoid the em-
barrassment some Congressmen might
experience in voting against the quality
stabilization bill. I am placing this
article in the Recorp at the end of this
statement. If the retail druggists real-
ized that Calendar Wednesday was an
effective way of getting the quality stabi-
lization bill on the floor of the House
they would immediately direct their
lobbyists to pursue this course and this
would end this particular shell game
which has been going on ever since I
have been in the Congress. I might
state, incidentally, I am opposed to the
quality stabilization bill.

In one sense I think the myth of the
Rules Committee serves a very valuable
function. It keeps overzealous pressure
groups from effectively pressuring their
measures to a vote against the better
judgment of the majority of the House.
However, the damage to the representa-
tive process caused by this myth is much
greater than this little bit of potential
good. The best way to get rid of undue
pressure from pressure groups is to make
known the merits and demerits of the
legislation to the general public. The
failure to get the message to the people
is the evil to representative government,
not the pressure, even if it is what some
would call undue pressure. With good
reporting from Washington, the Con-
gress would have no fear of being unduly
pressured into voting for something its
studies and debates revealed was not in
the best interests of the country.

All Congressmen are familiar with the
main purpose to which the discharge
petition has been put in recent years.
Many petitions are filed, but few are ever
intended to get anywhere. Essentially,
they are public relations gimmicks for
lobby groups. Discharge petitions have
an element of drama about them, just
like a community chest drive where the
objective is to go over the top. Daily
or weekly reporting on how many signa-
tures have been added and how many
now are needed serve as the grist for the
publicity campaign.

The House, in the past, realizing the
explosive aspects of discharge petitions
being pushed by zealous lobby groups,
placed in the rules one great deterrent.
The House rules require that the signa-
tures on a discharge petition be kept con-
fidential. Actually, the number signing
the petition is also supposed to be confi-
dential. The lobby groups, of course,
have developed many techniques for get-
ting around this rule. One is to get a
friendly Congressman to violate the rule
and tell them who has signed. Another,
and the most effective if it can be done,
is to get some reporter or newspaper or
other public relations media to utilize
its prestige and its power to undertake
the chore, by calling all the Congress-
men, one by one, and asking them about
their own individual action which, of
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course, any Congressman is entitled to
give out. So, by a process of cumulative
inclusion, those not signing are pin-
pointed.

It became apparent to me that the New
York Times and the St. Louis Post-Dis-
patch, or perhaps individual newspaper-
men working on the staffs of these news-
papers, had undertaken to do this work,
which I regard as highly improper, for
the group sponsoring the discharge peti-
tion on the civil rights bill.

A member of the Washington bureau
of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch left word
with my office on Thursday, December 12,
that he wanted to talk to me “only 30
seconds” about civil rights. The whole
week preceding I had been trying to
bring about the utilization of Calendar
Wednesday for immediate consideration
of the ecivil rights bill, or to make the
Democratic leadership openly confess
that they had no intention of bringing
about early consideration of this meas-
ure.

This had culminated in a most unusual
maneuver on the part of the Democratic
leadership, supported by the sponsors of
the discharge petition, to adjourn the
House forthwith. This motion to ad-
journ was put to a record vote and by
this vote the Democratic Party clearly
demonstrated that it, or large elements
in its ranks which the leaders were pow-
erless to control, had been engaging in an
effort to gain an issue rather than legis-
lation in the field of civil rights.

No one from the Washington Bureau
of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, or any
other newspaper for that matter, called
me to find out what this was all about,
although it was quite clear from the Con-
GRESSIONAL Recorp that I was a primary
moving force. There was not even a
followup by the news media on the press
releases I had issued on the subject.
No news media reported the ejection of
a Republican staff member sent as a
representative at the request of Con-
gressman McCurrocH, the ranking Re-
publican on the House Judiciary Com-
mittee and other interested Representa-
tives, including myself, to attend the
conference called by the sponsors of the
discharge petition chaired by Roy Wil-
kins, the president of the NAACP, on
Monday, December 2, at the Mayflower
Hotel, although this ejection became the
subjeet of rather heated debate in the
conference. In fact, the leaders who
decided to sponsor the discharge petition
route made it clear in many ways that
they did not want any Republican par-
ticipation in the strategy to be evolved.
No Republican had been invited to at-
tend, and it was only by the fairness of
some Members of the participating
groups we even learned about the con-
ference. It is clear to me that a very
narrow and selfish partisan move was
afoot.

This strategy on the part of the self-
styled liberal Democrats and their allies
to keep Republicans out of the civil
rights battle lest they gain political
credit has been in existence for a number
of years. It was revealed this year most
vividly by the sparse reporting and com-
ment by the news media and by ecivil
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rights groups on the civil rights bill pre-
pared and introduced by 26 Republicans,
including those on the crucial Houss
Judiciary Committee in January this
year. This civil rights bill received the
approval of the House Republican Policy
Committee and the endorsement of the
Republican House Leader, CHARLES HAL-
LECK, who appeared at the press confer-
ence called at the time the measure was
introduced.

Attorney General Kennedy, when he
finally testified before the House Judi-
ciary Committee in June, 1963, on civil
rights legislation, stated that he was un-
aware of the Republican proposals.

National columnist and Post-Dispatch
reporter, Marquis Childs, wrote a column
appearing May 29, 1963, stating in effect
that the Republicans Party was one with-
out a poliey on civil rights. I wrote to
Marquis Childs immediately, calling his
attention to the Republican proposals
and the statement I made in the House
that he and other reporters writing along
similar lines could never have written
articles with any readership acceptability
if the Republican proposals had been
adequately reported in the first place. I
received a letter from Mr. Childs’ secre-
tary stating he was abroad and my letter
would be called to his attention upon his
return. This is the last I have heard of
this matter. I am setting out a copy of
my letter to Mr, Childs. The reference
to the ConGrEssroNAL ReEecorp for the
statement to which I refer is on page
9798, May 29, 1963.

To get back to the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch Washington Bureau call., I
thought maybe at last the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch was going to do a news story on
Calendar Wednesday. Regrettably, I was
wrong. The reporter said he was doing
a story on which Missouri Congressmen
had signed or not signed the discharge
petition.

An article did appear subsequently in
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch on this sub-
ject. This article set forth some, but not
all, of what I had said to the reporter on
the subject. I not only said that it was
against the rules of the House to disclose
the names of those who had and who had
not signed a discharge petition, but also
that it was against the rules of the House
for a newspaper to undertake the task of
revealing this information by the process
of cumulative inclusion. I said I would
not be a party to this endeavor. I also
said that it appeared to me that he or the
Washington bureau of the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch was accommodating the
sponsors of the discharge petition and so
indulging in what I would call partisan
politics.

The reporter said I was attacking his
integrity and he thought he should ter-
minate the conversation. I told him my
attack was directed to the specific inci-
dent and that I was drawing no general
conclusions from it, but only the particu-
lar conclusion I stated. I, too, felt the
conversation should terminate.

An allegation had been made to me
previous to this conversation that Con-
gressman Borrine had been preparing to
release all the names on the discharge
petition to a New York Times reporter
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but was dissuaded from this eourse by
ome of his own colleagues. It seemed
to me that what Congressman BoLLING
was dissuaded from allegedly doing di-
reetly, he or someone else was trying to
do indirectly with the help of certain
pewsmen and newspapers. Perhaps a
statement by Congressman BOLLING on
this allegation and statements by any
newsman or newspaper involved in dis-
closing the names of those who had
signed the discharge petition would re-
solve this question.

It also has been alleged that various
eivil rights groups which are sponsoring
the political maneuvers of the discharge
petition are also working closely with
Congressman BoLLiNG and the so-called
Pemocratic study group of the House
to further the efforts of this Democratic
liberal group to finance its plans to elect
more liberals like themselves in the next
Congress.

An interesting article about the plans
and aspirations of this liberal group
appeared on the front page of the New
York Times, Thursday, December 12, and
a similar article appeared on the front
page of the Sunday, December 15, St.
Louis Post-Dispatch. Nothing is said in
these articles about financing, but it
would be appropriate to have a public
disclosure of who is financing the lobby-
ing activities in behalf of the discharge
petition and who is finanecing the elec-
tioneering activities of the Democratic
study group.

I find no fault with the endeavors of
any political group to be politically effec-
tive, but its concept of proper procedures
is always a proper subject of considera-
fiorn. Any group appropriating for itself
the label “liberal” should be especially
eareful about the methods it employs.
Cerfainly, if public debate is to move
forward, the news reporters must report
the debate objectively. If they should
participate in the debate personally the
least they ean or should do is disclose
their participation. Such participation
is important news which must be re-
ported if the public is to objectively
weigh the arguments pro and comn.

The letter and articles follow:

May 29, 1963.
Mr. Marquis CHILDS,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Marquis: For your information I am
enclosing a copy of statements which I made
in the House of Representatives on editorial
column of yours which appeared in the
May 29 issue of the Washington Post. As a
convenience, I am also enclosing a copy of
the statement of Congressman WILLIAM
McCuLrocH in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of January 31 to which I make reference in
my remarks.

There are a few people in the reporting
profession who picked up this Republican
effort in the field of civil rights. One of
them was Roscoe Drummond, and I am en-
closing copies of his column as it appeared
in the Post and in the Lima (Ohio) Citizen.
This general subject came up again at the

end of February when Mr. McCuLrLocH took
a special order to point up the differences
between the President’s civil rights message
and the Republican bill. A tear sheet of the
ConcrEsSTONAL REcORD with this is enclosed
as is the report of it in the Baltimore Sun.
In addition, I am enclosing Congressman
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McCurrocr'’s statement to the Judiclary
Committee at the time this and other civil
rights legislation was under study, and I
am enclosing my remarks for that hearing.

Finally, I am enclosing an analysis of the
bill which I cosponsored with McCuLLOCH
and other House Republicans.

With best wishes.

Sineerely,
THOMAS B. CURTIS.
[From the St. Louils (Mo.) Fost-Dispatch,
Dec. 15, 1063 ]

House FANEL'S DeELAY TaAcTIics CuTr BoTH
Wars

WasHINGTON, Décember 14.—H.R. 3669 is
a bill that has nothing at all to do with
clvil rights, but 1t is a key to understanding
why the House Rules Committee has the
power to bottle up the civil rights bill.

Many of the people complaining about the
Rules Committee holding up the civil rights
bill are overjoyed that the committee is hold-
ing up H.R. 3669. The administration, in
fact, opposes the bill just as much as it sup-
ports the civil rights bill.

H.R. 3660 is the quality stabilization bill
and it is designed to allow manufacturers
to set prices for their brand goods. Its
sponsors say it would help the small business-
man, who has been hurt by the competition
of large discount houses. Its opponents say
it would increase the cost of Iliving and hurt
the consumer.

PRESSURE ON LAWMAKERS

Many Congressmen are caught in the cross-
fire of controversy over the bill.

Representatives of pharmacists and big
manufacturers have put pressure on them to
vote for the bill, Congressmen do not want
to offend potential campaign contributors.
At the same time, Congressmen do not want
to be known back home as the man who
voted for a bill that increased the costs of
some goods in the store. Rather than vote
“yes”™ or “nmo,” many Congressmen would
rather not vote at all.

That {s where the House Rules Committee
comes in. In the 86th, 87th, and present
88th Congress, Representative Howarn W.
SmrrH, Democrat, of Virginia, the chairman,
and other members of the committee have
successfully kept the bill from coming to a
vote on the floor of the House. Unless the
committee gives the bill a rule, which sends
it to the floor and sets the limits on debate
and amendments, the bill has little chance
of coming to a House vote.

OK'D BY COMMERCE COMMITTEE

In the 88th Congress, the bill was approved
by the House Commerce Committee but never
received a rule from the Rules Commit-
tee. Supporters tried to release it with a
discharge petition just as civil rights sup-
porters are trying to release their bill now.
But the bill's supporters never got the re-
quired 218 signatures.

In the 87th Congress, the bill was ap-
proved by the House Commerce Committee
and this time received a rule from the Rules
Committee. But the rule was granted in
the last few days of the final session, and
there wasn't enough time for the House to
consider it.

In this year's 1st session of the 88th Con-
gress, the House Commerce Committee ap-
proved the bill last July 22 and asked the
Rules Committee for a rule.

ONE HEARING HELD

On September 25, Representative Smrrm
called a meeting of the Rules Committee to
hear testimony from Representative Oren D.
Harrrs, Demoerat, of Arkansas, chairman of
the Commerce Committee. After an hour of
testimony, Smurm gaveled the session to a
elose and told Harnis he would schedule an-
other session soon.

December 24

Saura still has not called Harris back.

No one is sure that SmrTe and the Rules
Committee will be successful in holding back
the quality stabilization bill. But, at the
moment, he and the Rules Committee are
standing in the way of the quality stabiliza-
tion bill and taking the pressure away from
the other Members of Congress.

This is the kind of job that the Rules Com-
mittee often does on bills that hardly any-
one wants, but almost everyone is afrald to
vote against.

And this is the reason that although many
Congressmen ery out against the Rules Com-~
mittee for holding up the Civil Rights bill,
few of them cry out against the power of the
committee to hold up a bill.

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
Dec. 15, 1963]

Oop ExcuUses

Missouri Representatives who have signed
the civil rights discharge petition deserve
credit for leadership on an urgent issue. We
admit of being somewhat baffled by the rea-
sons given by other Congressmen for not
signing the petition.

The signers include Representatives EKar-
sTEN and SurLrivaw of St. Louis, Borring and
Rawparn of outstate Missourl, and Price of
East St. Louls. The two St. Louisans agree
on using every means to facilitate early
House consideration of the issue. That is
the real purpose of the petition. Ewven if it
does not acquire enough signatures to force
the rights bill from the Rules Committee ta
the House floor, it offers leverage against the
committee.

Representatives Canwyon and IcHORD con-
tend they did not sign because the discharge
petition would delay consideration. The evi-
dence is the other way around. Chalrman
SmrrH of Virginia did not even promise early
Rules Committee hearings until the petition
was proposed.

It is left to Representative CumTis alone ta
refuse to say whether he has or has not
signed the petition, and his reasoning is the
most peculiar of all. The Wehster Groves
Republican argues that it Is against House
rules to disclose names on a discharge peti-
tion. So it is, and so what? There is no
rule against a House Member making his own
position clear, as the other Missourians have
done,

This is no time for timidity and needless
parlilamentarianism. The discharge petition
offers a reasonable test of conviction and of
leadership for civil rights—on the part of
Republicans as well as Democrats. Every
Congressman ought to stand up and be
counted.

HILL AND REILLY STATEMENTS ON
OTEPKA “BUGGING” REPUDIAT-
ING OWN TESTIMONY AND CON-
TAINING FURTHER FALSE IN-
FORMATION CLEARED BY RUSK

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, state-
ments enclosed with letters sent to Sen-
ator Eastranp by former State Depart-
ment employees Elmer Dewey Hill and
John F. Reilly, intended to supplement
and clarify their testimony before the
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee
in July and August of this year, still
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contained false information concerning
the tapping of the office of ousted State
Department security officer, Otto Otepka,
and according to reliable information
Otepka’s office was tapped and certain
information was recorded.

These false statements, along with a
letter sent to Senator Eastranp by State
Department employee, David I. Belisle,
were placed in the hands of Secretary
of State Dean Rusk before being trans-
mitted to the Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee chairman.

I repeat my earlier statement, made
last week, that Rusk was the man behind
the move to have Otepka ousted from
the State Department before for fur-
nishing information to the Senate Inter-
nal Security Subcommittee and thus
could hardly be impartial upon review of
the Otepka case:

The State Department’s partial denial was
as expected as Santa Claus at Christmas.
Still, they confirmed enough of the memo-
randum I released to satisfy me as to its
substantial accuracy and to justify a
thorough investigation by the Congress of
the entire matter.

The State Department in its reply to
my charge admitted that the meeting
of security officers with William J.
Crockett, Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Administration, took place as
described in his memorandum:

They admitted that the Otepka case was
discussed and they admitted the validity of
that part of the memorandum which re-
ported that security officers with policy
problems should go to Crocketf if they could
not get immediate satisfaction from their
immediate superiors and that even meetings
with Rusk would be arranged to solve such
policy problems. :

Attesting to the accuracy of this much of
the memorandum makes wholecloth of the
State Department charge that the entire
memorandum is inaccurate.

Certainly enough of the memorandum has
been confirmed to justify a thorough investi-
gation of the entire matter by the Congress.

I make a part of the REcorp the testi-
mony of Mr. Reilly, Mr. Hill and Mr.
Belisle before the Senate committee to-
gether with their later repudiating let-
ters, which were cleared by Rusk and still
contain false information:

ExcerpT FroM TesTIMONY OF ELMErR DEWEY
Hrmy, Jony 9, 1863 (Pp. 1105, 1106, 1107,
AND 1108 oF THE TRANSCRIPT)

Mr. BovrwWINE. Do you know of any single
instance in which the Department has ever
listened in on the telephone of an employee?
I am talking about his office telephone—the
telephone that does not belong to him; it
belongs to the State Department. Do you
know of any instance where that has been
done?

Mr. Hirr. I cannot recall such an instance.

Mr. SouvrwiNE. Do you know of any in-
stance where a listening device has been
placed in an employee's office?

Mr, Hin, Not to my knowledge.

Mr. SourwiNE. Are these not normal secu-
rity measures which in proper circumstances
would be indicated and would be taken?

Mr. Hin, I have never engaged in this—
in that type of security measure.

Mr. SovrwiNE. I see.

You do not know whether the Office of
Security has authority to do this?

Mr, Hinn. I personally have not ever been
requested to do such a thing.
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Mr. Sovrwine. Would not your division be
the one to do this, if the Office of Security
wanted to do it?

Mr. Hiut. I do not know.

Mr. SourwiNe. Who else would do it? Who
else would be competent to do it in the Office
of Security?

Mr. Hirr. This falls under the category of
personnel security, and, as such, is out of my
baillwick.

Mr. SourwiNE. Well, do you know of any
other office or division or branch in the Office
of Security that would be competent to place
a listening device in an employee's office, or
compromise his telephone?

Mr. Hizn, I do not know of anyone who
would be competent.

Mr. SourwINE. But you say your division
has never done it, has never been called
upon?

Mr, HiLr. We have never been called upon;
no, sir.

Mr. SourwiNE. Specifically, did you ever
have anything to do with tapping the tele-
phone of Mr. Otepka, the Chief of the Divi-
sion of Evaluations in the Office of Security?

Mr. Hirn. No, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. You had no knowledge of it,
if it was done?

Mr. Hirr. No, sir.

Mr, SovrwINE. Did you ever have anything
to do with placing a listening device in Mr.
Otepka's office?

Mr. HiLr. No, sir.

Mr. SouvrwiNeE. Did you have any knowl-
edge of it, if it was done?

Mr, Hiui, No, sir.

Mr. SovrwinNg., Did you ever have anything
to do with the searching of Mr. Otepka’s desk
or his safe or any of his files at night?

Mr. Hrr. No, I had nothing to do with it.

Mr, SourwinNg. Did you have any knowl-
edge if this was done, if it was done?

Mr, Hirr. I now have knowledge of it.

Mr. SovrwiNge., How did you acquire that
knowledge?

Mr, Houn. It was discussed with me by Mr.
Belisle.

Mr. SouvrwiNE. After it had been done?

Mr. HiLn, Yes, sir.

Mr. SovrwiNE. Was that after this com-
mittee had started asking questions about it?

Mr. HiLr, Yes, sir.

Mr. SouRWINE. I see.

Did Mr. Belisle discuss it with you in the
context of your testimony here?

Mr, Hiun. Yes, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. What did he tell you about
it?

Mr. Hiun. He told me that questions were
asked regarding this.

Mr. SourRWINE. He told you it had been
done?

Mr. Hiir. No, sir; he did not tell me it had
been done. He told me that this committee
was concerned with that.

Mr. SourwiNE. And that is all?

Mr. HiLr. Yes, sir.

Mr. SovrwiNE. He did not indicate any-
thing about what your own testimony should
be?

Mr. Hon. No, sir.

Mr. SourwiNE. Did he not tell you that this
committee was concerned over the guestion
of the tapping of Mr. Otepka’s telephone?

Mr. HiLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. SOURWINE. And why did you make the
distinetion in the way you answered with
respect to the tapping, that you had mno
knowledge of it, and with respect to the
search that you had acquired knowledge of
it?

Mr. HinL, It was an accidental distinction.

Mr. SovawiNe. Do you want us to under-
stand that you had no knowledge of either
until Mr, Belisle told you about this com-
mittee’s Interest?

Mr. HiLn. Yes, sir.
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Mr. SoURWINE. And that, in the telling, he
did not indicate to you, that there had been
a tapping or a search?

Mr, Hinr, That is right. Yes, sir.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, November 6, 1963.

Hon, JaMEs O. EASTLAND,

Chairman, Subcommiitee on Internal Secu-
rity, Senate Committee on the Judiciary,
U.S. Senate.

DEsr MB. CHAIRMAN: A copy of my testi-
mony before the Subcommittee on Internal
Security on July 9, 1963, has recently been
made available to me. Upon review of this
testimony I have concluded that mention of
an incident which occurred last March would
serve to clarify my responses to Mr. Sour-
wine's questions concerning interception of
conversations in Mr. Otepka’s office. I be-
lieve that my answers to these questions were
correct. I would like, however, to have the
attached statement inserted in the record of
my testimony in order that there be no mis-
understanding.

If you approve my request, I suggest that
the statement and this letter be incserted at
page 1107 of my testimony.

I enclose the copy of my testimony which
was made available to me.

Sincerely,
ELmER DEWEY HILL.

On Monday, March 18, 1963, Mr. John F.
Reilly, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Secur-
ity, asked me to explore the possibility of
arranging some way to eavesdrop on conver-
sations taking place in Mr. Otepka’s office.
Mr. Rellly explained to me that he would
only consider such a technique if other in-
vestigative methods failed.

Later that day, I discussed the techniecal
aspects of this matter with Mr. Clarence J.
Schneider who, at that time, was serving as
Chief of the Technical Operations Branch of
the Division of Technical BServices. We
agreed on the approach to be used—modi-
fying the wiring of Mr. Otepka’s telephone
instrument—and decided to return that eve-
ning to try the approach.

That evening Mr. Schneider and I altered
the existing wiring in the telephone in Mr.
Otepka's office. We then established a eir-
cuit from Mr. Otepka’s office to the Division
of Technical Services laboratory by making
additional connections in the existing tele-
phone system wiring.

Mr. Schneider and I tested the system and
found we would be unable to overhear con-
versations in Mr. Otepka's office, except ac-
tual telephone conversations, because elec-
trical interference produced a loud buzzing
sound. (It was never contemplated that an
attempt would be made just to monitor Mr.
Otepka's telephone line in order to overhear
conversations on it.)

I reported our unsuccessful effort to Mr.
Reilly the following morning. Mr. Schneider
has told me that during that day he asked
an officer in the Division of Domestic
erations of the Office of Security whether
he had, or knew where to acquire, equip-
ment which would eliminate such a buzzing
sound. Mr. Schnelder assured me that he
did not discuss with the officer the specific
application for which the equipment was
needed. I also attempted during that day
to obtain such equipment, but was unsuc-
cessful.

On the following day, March 20, Mr, Reilly
informed me that I should not pursue the
matter further because he had found the
type of information he was looking for from
an examination of Mr. Otepka's classified
trash. Mr. Reilly directed me to disconnect
the wiring connections which Mr. Schneider
and I had made, That evening, Mr. Reilly,
Mr. Schneider, and I met in the Office of
Security. In the space of a few minutes, I
removed the extra connections which Mr.
Schneider and I had made in Mr. Otepka's
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telephone while Mr, Reilly and Mr. Schneider

stayed in the hall outside Mr. Otepka's office.

To summarize, for a 2-day perlod it might
have been possible to intercept conversations
taking place in Mr. Otepka's office if certain
technical problems could have been resolved.
These problems never were resolved and the
wiring connections which were made were
removed without any conversations having
been intercepted.

ExcerPT FROM TESTIMONY OF DAvID I. BELISLE,
Jury 29, 1963 (Pp. 1213 AND 1214 OF THE
TRANSCRIPT)

Mr. SourwiNE. Do you know, Mr. Belisle,
what the respective rights are of a State
Department employee on the one hand and
the Office of Securlty of the Department on
the other with respect to the tapping of the
employee’s telephone, or are there any rights
involved there?

Mr. Berisie. I don't know.

Mr, SourwINE. How about the placing of
listening devices in the offices of employees?
Does the Office of Security have the right
to do this?

Mr. BerispLe. Well, that would be a legal
question, I guess, and inasmuch as I am
not a lawyer, I don't know whether he has
any rights or not.

Mr. SourwINE. You have never had occa-
sion to look into this question?

Mr. BEL1sLE. No, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. Would that mean that you
have never been involved in an authorization
for either the tapping of an employee's tele-
phone or the placing of listening devices in
his office?

Mr. Berisre. No, it wouldn't mean that;
no, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. Have you been so involved?

Mr. BeLisLe, Yes, I have,

Mr. SourwINE. While you have been at the
Department of State?

Mr. BELISLE. No.

Mr. Sourwine. The question concerned
the rights of the Department of State, so
I guess I wasn't precise enough in asking.

Can you tell us what the policy is in the
Office of Security in the Department of
State? If the Office or head of the Office
thought the employee might be a security
risk, would he have the right to tap his
telephone or put a listening device in his
office?

Mr. Berisie. I really don't know, and in
the Department of State it hasn't come up
since I have been there.

Mr. SourwINE. Do you have any informa-
tion with respect to the tapping of the tele-
phone of Mr. Otto Otepka, the Chief of
the Division of Evaluations of the Depart-
ment of State?

Mr. BerisLeE. No, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. Do you know whether this
was done?

Mr. BELisLe, No, I do not.

Mr. SourwiNg. Did you have anything to
do with the placing of a listening device in
Mr. Otepka's office?

Mr. Berisue. I did not, sir.

Mr. BOURWINE, Do you know if this was
done?

Mr. BerLisLe. I do not.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, November 6, 1963.

Hon. JAMES O. EASTLAND,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Internal Se-
curity, Senate Committee on the Ju-
diciary, U. S. Senate.

Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: In the course of my
July 29, 1963, testimony before the Sub-
committee on Internal Security, I was asked
by Mr. Sourwine whether I had any infor-
mation concerning the interception of con-
versations in Mr. Otto F. Otepka's office. I
replied that I did not.

After review of my testimony, I would like
to amplify my responses to Mr. Sourwine's
guestions by stating that Mr. Rellly men-
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tioned to me the events which I understand
he has described to you in a separate letter,
and accompanying enclosure. He mentioned
these events to me, however, only after the
events occurred. At the time the events
took place, I was in Costa Rica in connection
with the visit of the President and the Sec-
retary to that country. I had, therefore, no
firsthand Information concerning these
events, and it was for this reason that I
answered Mr, Sourwine's questions as I did.

I would appreciate it if this letter could
be inserted in the record of my testimony.
If this is done, I suggest that it be included
on page 1214 of my testimony.

I am enclosing the copy of my testimony
which was provided to me.

Sincerely,
Davip I. BELISLE.

ExceErRPT FroM TESTIMONY OF JOHN F. REILLY

oN AvcGusT 6, 1963 (PP, 1322-1326, oF

TRANSCRIPT)

Mr. SouvRwIiNE. Do you remember giving
any previous testimony here on a question
of bugging or tspping a telephone in the
State Department?

Mr. REmLY. I don't recall any questions
along those lines.

Mr, Sovrwine. Then let me start fresh.
Have you ever engaged in or ordered the
bugging or tapping or otherwise compromis-
ing telephones or private conversations in
the office of an employee of the State De-
partment?

Mr. Remnvry. No, sir.

Mr. SourRwINE. You never did?

Mr. RemLy. That is right, sir.

Mr. SouvrwiINE. Specifically in the case of
Mr. Otepka you did not do so?

Mr, RenLy. That is correct, sir.

Mr. SourwinNE. Did you tell Jerome Schnei-
der to install an electrical device to com-
promise Mr. Otepka’s telephone?

Mr. REmLY. No, sir.

Mr. SourwiNE. So that audible conversa-
tions in his office could be heard whether
or not that phone was on the hook?

Mr, RemLy, No, sir.

Mr. SovrwINE. Did you know this had
been dome?

Mr. REnry. No, sir.

Mr. SouvRwINE, Can you say it was not
done?

Mr. RemLY, That I cannot say, sir.

Senator Hruska, Is that within the order
from Mr. Crockett?

Mr. REmry. No, no. His questions have
already made it clear that I cannot—I don't
know.

Senator Hruska. It is on your own?

Mr. REmLY. Yes.

Senator HRUSEA. Your own lack of in-
formation?

Mr. SovrRwIiNE, When I say “tell Jerome
Schneider” I would like to have that include
tell somebody to tell him. Did you give an
order to have this done?

Mr. RenLy. No, sir.

Mr, SourwiNE. Has any device for clandes-
tine listening or an aid of physical surveil-
lance been placed on the automobile of any
individual employed by the Office of Secu-
rity?

Mr, RerLy, No, sir.

Mr. SourwinNeE. Not while
been——

Mr. Remry. Not while I have bheen there;
no, sir.,

Mr. SourwINE. Doesn't the Office of Secu-
rity make use of any clandestine listening de-
vices at all in dealing with its employees?

Mr. REnLLy. Not while I have been there,
sir.

Mr. SourwiNE, Does it make use of them
in dealing with prospective employees or
with security cases from other parts of the
Department?

Mr. RErnLy. Not while I have been there,
we have not.

you have
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Mr. SovrwINE. Don't you have concealed
microphones in your interviewing rooms?

Mr. RErnLy. We tape interviews. That is
not a clandestine listening device In the
sense——

Mr. SourwiNgE. Do you do this with the
knowledge and consent of the person being
interviewed?

Mr. RErLLy. No, we do not.

Mr. SovrwiNE. It is not clandestine?

Mr. RELLY. It is not a clandestine listen-
ing device in that there are State Department
people conducting the interview, Mr. Sour-
wine.

Mr. SoURWINE. Yes.

Mr. REnLLY. Yes.

Mr. SourRWINE. The listening device, is that
a microphone standing up in the center of
the table?

Mr. RErLrLy. Oh, no.

Mr. SourwiNE, It is hidden?

Mr. RErLLY. Yes.

Mr. SBourwiNE. But it is not clandestine?

Mr. REnLLY. No, of course we do that, but
I wanted you to understand the sense in
which I understood your question to me.

Mr. SourwiINE. I thought you would under-
stand it in the commonly accepted sense of
the word. Apparently, I was wrong. Now
let’s see if we can get back to Mr. Otepka's
case, Have any listening devices been in-
stalled in his office?

Mr. RenrLy. No, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. Have any devices or con-
trivances been Installed in or connected with
his telephone wires or with a box outside his
office so as to activate his telephone so as to
make it in a sense a permanent receiving
microphone?

Mr. RemLy. No, sir.

Mr. SourwINE. You are familiar with this
technique. You know what I am talking
about?

Mr. REnLrLy. Yes, I do, sir.

Mr. SourwiINE. And it has not been used in
Mr. Otepka's case?

Mr. REnnry, No, sir

Mr. SOURWINE. Mr, Chairman, you have a
clear issue here on which we will have to take
the testimony of other State Department em-
ployees. I have no more cquestions of Mr.
Reilly at this time, sir. It is 3 minutes of 12.

Senator Hrusga. Very well, sir.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, November 6, 1963.

Hon. JAMES Q. EASTLAND,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Internal Secu-
rity, Senate Committee on the Judi-
ciary, U.S. Senate.

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In the course of my
testimony before the Subcommittee on
Internal Security on August 6, I was asked
a series of questions by Mr. Sourwine con-
cerning the compromise of conversations in
Mr. Otto F. Otepka’'s office and over his
telephone. My responses to these ques-
tlons were, I belleve, accurate., I have con-
cluded from a review of my testimony, how-
ever, that mention of one incident might
serve to avold a misleading impression.

I would like, therefore, to amplify my
testimony by the inclusion in the record of
the attached statement and this letter.
If this request is granted, I suggest that
the statement and this letter be inserted
at page 1326 of my testimony.

I am enclosing the copy of my tfestimony
which was provided to me.

Sincerely,
JOoHN F. REILLY,

In the course of the year following my
present appointment I began to suspect
that Mr. Otepka might be privately
furnishing information to Mr. Jay Sour-
wine, chief counsel of the Senate Internal
Becurlty Subcommittee, without authority
and possibly in violation of applicable laws
and regulations.

On March 183, 1963, I discussed with Mr.
David I. Belisle, my special assistant, a
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variety of investigative techniques which
might be used to determine whether my
suspicions were accurate. As a result of
these discussions, I concluded that the best
technique would be to recover and examine
Mr. Otepka’s classified trash from his burn
bag. On March 14, Mr. Otepka’s burn bag
was recovered, but an examination of its
contents revealed nothing of significance.

On March 18, while Mr. Belisle was in
Costa Rica In connection with the visit to
that country by the President and the Sec-
retary, I asked Mr. Elmer D. Hill, Chief of
the Division of Technlcal Services, to un-
dertake a survey of the feasibility of inter-
cepfing conversations in Mr. Otepka’s office.
I made it clear to Mr. Hill that I was not au-
thorizing the actual interception of any
conversations., Rather, I desired to know
whether this technique could be used with-
out undue risk of detectlon in the event
that subsequent examination of Mr.
Otepka's burn bags continued to reveal
nothing of slgnificance.

On March 19, Mr. Hill told me that he and
Mr. Clarence J. Schneider had discussed the
means by which conversations in Mr.
Otepka’s office might be intercepted and had
conducted a feasibility survey by connecting
spare telephone wires from the telephone in
Mr. Otepka's office to the Division of Tech-
nical Services laboratory. Mr. Hill told me
that the system attempted had not proven
successful when he and Mr. Schneider had
tested it and that they were uncertain
whether it could be made to work. I made
it clear to Mr. Hill that I did not wish any
conversations to be intercepted at that time.

Later during the same day, March 19, a
second bag of Mr. Otepka’s classified trash
was recovered and examined. Ifs contents
revealed that Mr. Otepka had furnished cer-
tain material to Mr. Sourwine. As a result,
I then determined that I would not at any
time authorize the interception of conversa-
tions taking place In Mr. Otepka’s office.

Shortly after the close of business on
March 20, I directed Mr. Hill and Mr.
Behneider to disconnect the telephone wires
which they had connected. Later that eve-
ning Mr. Hill complied with my directions
while Mr. Schneider and I remained in the
corridor outside Mr. Otepka’s office.

No conversatlons were Intercepted as a
result of the events described above. Other
than these events, I know of nothing which
could have given rise to the belief that Mr.
Otepka's office was being “bugged™ or that
his telephone was being “tapped.” I under-
stand, however, that about the same time
that the events described above took place,
Mr. Otepka asked Mr. Stanley Holden, of
the Division of Domestic Operations to ex-
amine his telephone system. I also under-
stand that Mr. Holden did examine Mr.
Otepka's telephone system but found no evi-
dence that Mr. Otepka’s office was “bugged”
or that his telephone was “tapped.” In this
connection, I might point out that Mr,
Belisle and I have both noticed unusual
sound phenomena on our telephones and
have had our telephone systems checked.
These checks have not produced any evi-
dence that our telephone systems had been
interfered with.

e ———

REPORT OF COMMITTEE TO IN-
FORM PRESIDENT CONGRESS IS
READY TO ADJOURN

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, your
committee appointed to join a commit-
tee of the Senate to inform the President
that the Congress is ready to adjourn,
and to ask him if he has any further
communications to make to the Con-
gress, has performed that duty. The
President has directed us to say that he
has no further communication to make
to the Congress.
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SECOND SESSION EIGHTY-EIGHTH
CONGRESS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, I call up
House Joint Resolution 880 fixing the be-
ginning of the 2d regular session of the
88th Congress and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

H.J. Res. 880

Resolved by the Senale and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the second reg-
ular session of the Eighty-elghth Congress
shall begin at noon on Tuesday, January 7,
10864.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table,

PROVISION FOR SINE DIE
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I call up
for immediate consideration House Con-
current Resolution 248.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. Con. REs, 248

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate coneurring), That the two
Houses of Congress shall adjourn on Monday,
December 30, 19683, and that when they ad-
journ on said day, they stand adjourned sine
die.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AUTHORITY TO SIGN ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Concurrent Resolution 249 and
ask for its immediate econsideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. CoN. REs. 249

Resolved by the House of Representalives
(the Senate concurring), That notwithstand-
ing the sine die adjournment of the two
Houses, the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives and the President of the Senate be,
and they are hereby, authorized to sign en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions duly passed
by the two Houses and found truly enrolled.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO RE-
CEIVE MESSAGES FROM THE SEN-
ATE AND THE SPEAKER TO SIGN
ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RES-
OLUTIONS DULY PASSED BY THE
TWO HOUSES AND FOUND TRULY
ENROLLED

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that notwithstanding
any recesses, adjournments, or the sine
die adjournment of the House, the clerk
be authorized to receive messages from
the Senate and that the Speaker be au-
thorized to sign any enrolled bills and
joint resolutions duly passed by the two
Houses and found truly enrolled.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I have been sitting
here listening to these adjournment res-
olutions going through. What tran-
spires, if I may ask the majority leader,
if the other body refuses to concur on
December 30 or refuses to adopt the con-
ference report?

Mr. ALBERT. I would say to the gen-
tleman that I could not imagine that
happening as a practical matter, but I
will state that the Members will be pro-
tected. We cannot adjourn although we
have adopted the sine die adjournment,
until the resolution has been agreed to
by the other body, but we can adjourn
from day to day, and there will be no
business on those days except what I am
requesting on behalf of the Speaker.
There will be no unanimous consent
agreements, no l-minute speeches, nor
any legislative business or other kind of
business except ringing of the bells at
adjournment. If worst should come to
worst and we did not get a sine die ad-
journment adopted, we would have no
business until January 7 under any eir-
cumstances except the business required
by the statute which would be to get a
quorum on January 3.

Mr. GROSS. Then, there would be
no attempt to bring up the supplemental
appropriation bill that is pending?

Mr. ALBERT. There will be no at-
tempt to bring up any legislation. None
whatever.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO
ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS AND AP-
POINT COMMISSIONS, BOARDS,
AND COMMITTEES
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that notwithstanding
the adjournment of the 1st session of the
88th Congress, the Speaker be authorized
to accept resignations, and to appoint
commissions, boards, and committees au-
thorized by law or by the House.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

PRINTING OF REPORTS FILED BY
INVESTIGATING COMMITTEES
Mr. ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that reports filed
with the Clerk following the sine die
adjournment by committees authorized
by the House to conduct investigations
may be printed by the Clerk as reports
of the 88th Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objeetion.

EXTENSION OF REMARES OF
MEMBERS
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members of
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the House shall have the privilege, until
the last edition authorized by the Joint
Committee on Printing is published, to
extend and revise their own remarks in
the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD on more than
one subject, if they so desire, and may
also include therein such short quota-
tions as may be necessary to explain or
complete such extensions of remarks;
but this order shall not apply to any
subject matter which may have oc-
curred, or to any speech delivered, sub-
sequent to the adjournment of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS
TO CHAIRMEN OF STANDING
COMMITTEES AND RANKING MI-
NORITY MEMBERS THEREOF

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the chairmen of
all the standing committees and sub-
committees of the House may extend
their remarks up to and including the
publication of the last REcorp and to in-
clude a summary of the work of their
committees; also that the ranking mi-
nority member of such standing commit-
tee or any subcommittee may have the
same permission to extend their re-
marks and to include a summary, if
they desire, from their point of view,
separately from that of the chairman.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY NEXT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet on
Friday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PROGRAM

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Oklahoma yield?
Mr. ALBERT. I yield to the gentle-

man.

Mr. GROSS. When will the distin-
guished majority leader announce a pro-
gram for January 7?

Mr. ALBERT. I will be prepared to
announce that before we adjourn.

Mr. GROSS. Ithank the gentleman.

PRESS RELEASE BY SPEAKER JOHN

W. McCORMACK ON DECEMBER
21, 1963

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCORMACK]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. McCORMACK., Mr, Speaker, it
is impossible to discuss the 1st session
of the 88th Congress—indeed, the history
of this century—without immediately
confronting the tragic impact on our
time, on our hearts, and on our souls, of
the assassination of President John Fitz-
gerald Kennedy. Few episodes that I
can recall, in a lifetime at the center of
action in a world shaken to its founda-
tions by world wars, world revolutions,
and world depressions, match the dra-
matic incomprehensibility of this most
dreadful single event of these history-
laden decades.

It is a tribute of the first magnitude
to the wisdom of the governmental struc-
ture of our country, to the ruggedness
of its underpinnings designated by the
Founding Fathers, that we were able to
make the remarkable transition from
President Kennedy to President Johnson,
so smoothly and so competently under
the pall of this awful crime. Ifis a trib-
ute to the strength and unity of our
people. I believe it demonstrates a pro-
found religious and a deeply spiritual
quality in us all. Also, in the tragic
death of President Kennedy, we are for-
tunate in having as his successor Presi-
dent Johnson, with his great qualities of
leadership. Thus, there was reassurance
and relief for the whole free world, under
the ruthlessness of this disruption, in the
decisive acceptance, at once and fully, by
President Johnson, of the monumental
responsibilities that suddenly and within
a moment fell to his lot. This Congress,
like President Johnson, is fully cognizant
of its responsibilities to the Nation in
these trying times, and it has moved to
meet these responsibilities.

The weepers and the criers who are
raising great lamentations over the Con-
gress that they say is dragging its feet
are purblind to the great basic truth of
the life of this Congress so far: This
truth is that the 1st session of the 88th
Congress has met the needs of the times
in accordance with the aims, the desires,
and what I call the mood of the country
at this hour.

The legislative problems of our times
are characteristic of an era that must be
considered in long-range terms, not in
terms of brief, urgent, dramatic crises,
demanding great risks and speculative
legislative adventure.

This is not a Congress dealing with
the hundred days.

This is not a Congress dealing with
a state of war.

This is not a Congress dealing with
the spreading poverty of depression.

Up to the instant of the tragedy in
Dallas, our counfry on the whole—and
with some spots that marred the general
picture—did feel in the home, in the
economy, in the general health, in the
pervading sense of well-being, the ef-
fectiveness of the Kennedy program of
peace and prosperity. The 1st session
of the 88th Congress reflects the national
appreciation that our genius for finding
the ways of peace, through the skills, the
boldness, the diplomacy of our brilliant
young President, had settled definitely
upon the whole world the conviction that
the United States is indeed in the posture
of plain and obvious world leadership.
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All this produced a spirit of caution, as
distinguished from complacency, in the
88th Congress. It removed from the
Capitol of the United States the driving
sense of immediacy, and the pressure
of crisis. It filled the individual Mem-
ber of Congress with an attitude of study
as differentiated from an attitude of pre-
cipitate action. And while there was ac-
tion to a considerable degree, as the rec-
ord clearly indicates, it was calculated
action. It was action that hesitated to
do violence to the mood of the country,
which demanded a period of relief and
surcease from the spectacular. This is
far from being a lethargic Congress,
as some critics would have it, it is a thor-
ough, studious, and a careful Congress.
In several areas it has established a rec-
ord of accomplishment that is unequaled
by any Congress of recent times.

Indeed, it is only necessary to examine
the record of the 1st session of the 88th
Congress in the field of education to real-
ize that this is a landmark Congress for
American education, This Congress un-
der Public Law 88-129 authorized a 3-
year program of $175 million in match-
ing grants to expand the teaching and
research facilities of medical, dental, and
related-type colleges, and $30.7 million
in student loans to increase health per-
sonnel. Public Law 88-210, the voca-
tional educational bill, provides for vo-
cational education grants, extension of
the aid program to Federal installations,
and extends the National Defense Edu-
cation Act. Of even greater importaiice
is Public Law 88-204, which establishes
a comprehensive program for the con-
struction and improvement of institu-
tions of higher learning. The magnitude
of the contributions that this legislation
will make to the national strength and
character are impossible to predict, but
this Congress is certain to be long re-
membered for its action in this vital field.

Likewise, the mental health program
which this Congress has passed stands
as a monument to the dedication, visior,
and cooperative spirit of the 88th Con-
gress. This legislation, which was close
to the heart of President Kennedy, au-
thorizes $329 million to assist the fight
against mental illness and promotes
with meaning the cause of mental health,

The 88th Congress in this 1st session is
to be commended, not criticized, for hav-
ing met its obligations in accordance with
the mood and the spirit of the times, and
the will of the people. Sensationally bold
experimentation and precipitate legisla-
tion compelled as in other Congresses, by
acute and pressing need, were not in the
cards. Butf thoughtful and profound leg-
islation on such major problems as civil
rights and tax reduction was, indeed,
called for, and will be well and ably dis-
posed of in the forthcoming session.

In sum the 88th Congress will find it-
self evaluated not alone upon what it did
in terms of a score card on its enactments
in this first session, but even more on the
careful preparations it made for wise and
considered legislation for the forthcom-
ing session. With the passage of the civil
rights bill and the tax bill, both of which
will pass in the next session, the 88th
Congress will, with the other important
bills it has already passed, be recognized
as a historic Congress.
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LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS
OF THE 88TH CONGRESS, 18T
SESSION

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, we all
have reason to be proud of the accom-
plishments of the 1st session of the 88th
Congress. It has been a long and diffi-
cult session—one of the most exacting in
all our history—and one deeply stricken
only recently by a tragedy which grieved
the heart of the world.

All men of good will are stunned. No
rational being can explain or understand
the evil impulse which took the life of
John Fitzgerald Kennedy at the zenith
of his mission. All the world mourns
with us. And all the world takes new
courage and new confidence in the digni-
fied and orderly presidential succession,
which we have witnessed and which once
more demonstrated for history the ma-
jestic authority and power of freedom
under law.

Our work in Congress has been di-
rected toward peace, progress, and pros-
perity, not only for our own country, but
for the entire world; and we have
beckoned all who strive for order and
tranquillity to join with us in our search
for the methods and instruments of
peace on earth—that noble quest which
has lighted the world these many cen-
turies. We shall never drop the torch.

As we adjourn for the festive days of
the Christmas season, we would do well
to pause for a moment of tribute to our
own distinguished leader, the Honorable
JoHEN W. McCorMACK, of Massachusetts,
our Speaker, guide, mentor, friend, and
noble counselor. His fairness, wisdom,
patience, and gentle spirit truly reflects
the genius of America. The House and
the country are indebted to him for the
determination and devotion he has
brought to his tasks here during these
many years as Member, leader, and
Speaker. May he be with us for many,
many years to come,

Our record at the halfway mark of
the 88th Congress speaks for itself as an
example of the constructive functioning
of a legislative body in a nation of free
men deliberating under conditions of ex-
traordinary stress both at home and
abroad. Yet we have approached our
work in confident spirit, determined that
there shall be no retreat.

The Congress of the United States will
be 175 years old next year. And I dare-
say that in the century and three-
quarters since the leaders of the Ameri-
can Revolution launched the infant
Republic, few other Congresses until our
own ever faced problems of such magni-
tude, complexity, and challenge.

First and foremost, we have main-
tained and strengthened the national
defense and security. We have in no
direction faltered or quibbled on the
great issue of national survival as a free
nation.

Peace has been maintained, and the
first timorous step taken by interna-
tional agreement to defuse the time
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bomb of holocaust. At the same time,
we have increased our conventional
Armed Forces, strengthened our nuclear
deterrent power, and authorized the
funds necessary to resume nuclear tests
should the Soviet Union violate the test
ban treaty.

We have written the greatest record
in the field of education of any Con-
gress since the founding of the Repub-
lic. The 1st session of the 88th Congress
would go down in history as truly mag-
nificent for this reason alone—and there
are many other reasons.

It has been a long session, Mr. Speaker,
but who can say a session is not a land-
mark session when it pushes through to
enactment the long-awaited Higher Edu-
cation Facilities Act, a $1.2 billion meas-
ure?

Who can say this session has not dis-
tinguished itself when we have crossed
all horizons in vocational educational
opportunities through enactment of the
better than $1 billion Vocational Edu-
cation Act and when we have extended
and greatly expanded the National De-
fense Education Act as well as the fed-
erally affected areas education program?

‘Who can say we have not broken vital
new ground in the twin areas of educa-
tion and health by passage first of the
$236 million Medical Professions Educa-
tional Assistance Act and then passage
of two great measures plus the imple-
menting appropriations in the fleld of
mental health and mental illness?

Our energies have been largely devoted
to the forthcoming enactment of the
Revenue Act, a far-reaching tax reduc-
tion and reform measure to take up the
slack in the national economy, and the
Civil Rights Act, which will hasten the
fulfillment of many promises uttered a
hundred years ago., These measures of
such great dimensions have commanded
the unwavering attention of the entire
Nation. This House has already passed
the Revenue Act and sent it to the Sen-
ate. The Civil Rights Act is ready for
floor consideration next month. The
final passage next year of both these
acts will rest upon the grueling but sus-
tained efforts of this year.

We have extended the emergency cor-
porate and excise taxes. We have ad-
justed the debt limit to the new de-
mands of the budget.

Throughout the session this House has
cast a frugal and prudent eye on every
item in the departmental appropriations
bills, as it came along. The net result
was combined reductions of some $7.1
billion under the original departmental
estimates. President Johnson has ad-
monished that every agency of Govern-
ment must get a dollar’s worth of value
for every dollar spent for the public weal.
On this score the present session has
been truly responsive.

Our balance of international payments
is a problem of genuine concern, to which
we have given earnest attention in all our
fiscal decisions.

Another historic forward step in 1963
was the enactment of a new national
program to reduce or eliminate air pol-
lution. This energetic and forward-
looking health program provides $95 mil-
lion for a 3-year effort to fight a health
menace which now touches every com-
munity in the Nation. No one com-
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munity can do this job by itself. A na-
tional effort promises the only solution;
that effort is now underway.

Our new authorizations in military
preparedness were the largest in our
peacetime history, making a total of
more than $15.3 billion for new weapons
systems designed to insure the peace of
the world. We extended the Draft Act;
we authorized vast new projects in mili-
tary construction; we adjusted military
pay in all ranks and grades, and in all
branches of the service; we enacted new
laws regulating the military reserves: we
gave final clearance to the Philippine
war claims, a problem which has been
hanging over the Nation for 17 years.

For the first time in history we en-
acted laws to provide equal pay for
women in industrial occupations.

We broadened the program for hous-
ing assistance to the elderly. We have
a new program for the development of
outdoor recreation areas from coast to
coast.

We extended the life of the Export-
Import Bank for 5 years, to give new
emphasis to our policy of “trade, not aid.”

In all areas of legislation we have
sought earnestly to keep abreast of
the 20th century and to plot a future
of sound and practical national develop-
ment. America is changing, its popula-
tion is burgeoning, the national economy
is becoming more challenging. The sus-
tained attention of this Congress to the
tasks at hand will be broken by a pause
of only 2 weeks at year's end. Every
Member well may be proud of our record
of dgvoted effort and solid accomplish-
ment.

PRELIMINARY APPROPRIATIONS
RESUME, 88TH CONGRESS, 18T
SESSION

Mr. CANNON, Mr. Speaker, under
leave granted and in accord with prac-
tice, I include for information of Mem-
bers and others a preliminary résumé of
the appropriations work of the 1st session
of the 88th Congress. The House has
completed its work. Only the foreign aid
bill, cleared by the House today, is pend-
ing; and the expectation is that it will
clear the other body by next Monday.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, and because
other actions of the session outside the
annual appropriation bills affeet final
budget and Treasury results in any par-
ticular year, including this year, we will
include a more comprehensive summary
of the situation in the REcorDp next week,

A comprehensive executive updating
of the financial situation for the current
fiscal year 1964 will also be reflected in
the new budget from the President next
month. That will include:

First. Revised estimates of budget
revenues for fiscal 1964 in light of cur-
rent conditions and outlook. The orig-
inal budget projection of $86,900,000,000
has since been informally revised by the
Treasury to $88,800,000,000; it will, prob-
ably, be further updated in connection
with the next budget.

Second. Revised estimates of fiscal
1964 budget expenditures from all
sources, including the effect of appro-
priation reductions made in the bills of
the session as disclosed in the tabulations
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T am including. And in this connection,
it is to be noted that roughly 35 to 40
percent of annual budget expenditures—
disbursements—are from prior year ap-
propriations, and some from permanent
appropriations, and are therefore not di-
rectly affected by congressional actions
in the appropriation bills of the current
session.

‘Third. The effect of congressional
action, or inaction, on new legislation
urged in the original 1964 budget or sub-
sequently submitted or amended—the
original appropriation budget request for
the first year, fiscal 1964 cost of such new
legislation was $2,727,468,000 of which it
was indicated some $1,202,000,000 would,
if enacted, be disbursed during fiscal
1964. Some legislation has not been en-
acted and some was adopted at variance
with the budget provisions.

All these factors will join—and they
are characteristic of every annual budg-
et—to influence the final results and the
budget deficit originally projected at
$11,902,000,000 for the fiscal year 1964
which began last July 1, and more re-
cently informally projected by the Treas-
ury at $9,000,000,000. Whatever the final
defieit, fiscal 1964 represents the 28th
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year of budget deficits in the last 34
years.

Mr. Speaker, the original budget for
fiscal 1964, submitted last January, pro-
posed total new obligational authority—
annual appropriations, permanent ap-
propriations, Treasury borrowing, con-
tract authority, and reappropriations—
everything which, if enacted, would
authorize an obligation against the
Treasury—of $107,927,000,000, the sec-
ond peacetime year in history the total
request has exceeded $100,000,000,000.
The executive branch has revised that
figure from time to time by an amount
not yet precisely determinable, but not by
much; it remains roughly close to that
sum. And since not a dollar can be re-
moved from the Treasury for any pur-
pose at any time unless the Congress has
first appropriated or otherwise enacted
authority to obligate the Government,
the obligational authority request, not
the more widely used $98.8 billion ex-
penditure budget total, is the more sig-
nificant long-run figure and the more
accurate barometer to future spending
levels urged in the budget. Congress acts
on the obligational authority budget, not
directly on the expenditure budget.

December 24

The principal portion of the obliga-
tional authority budget is disposed of in
the bills processed through the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. In this session,
there were 2 supplementals having to do
with fiscal 1963 and 12 regular bills for
fiscal 1964 plus a small joint resoclution
for limited last-minute supplements. As
noted, everything has cleared the House
and only the foreign aid bill awaits final
approval in the other body. The last-
minute supplemental passed both Houses
but was not enacted.

SUMMARY OF THE APPROPRIATION BILLS

Budget estimates of appropriations
submitted to the House for action this
session in bills from the Committee on
Appropriations total $98,883,372,581, as
shown by the tabulations included. This
divides $2,149,679,106 as supplements for
fiscal 1963 earlier in the session and $96,-
733,693,475 for fiscal 1964 bills. And as
noted, this does not include permanent
appropriations recurring automatically
under permanent law, estimated in the
January budget at about $11,500,000,000;
in view of subsequent indications of
rising interest costs on the recordbreak-
ing national debt, that total will, prob-
ably, go to $12,000,000,000 or more.

The appropriation bills, 88th

[Does not include back-door appropriations! or permanent appropriations under previous

. House
Bill No. Title Date Amount H, pared with—
“ Budret and Amount as mpormi Date Amount as it %
estimates report reported passed passed
to House number udret Budret Amount
ustimam estimates reported
1063 BUFPLEMENTALS
H.J. Res. 284 | Supplemental, agriculture. . ......... 7 $508, 172, 000 gsb-a:g $508, 172, 000 Feb, 27 | $508, 172,000
o,
H.R. 65617 | Bupplemental. ... 1,041, 507,106 éfrwsi) © 988, 756, 506 | —$0652, 750,000 | Apr. 10 | 1,438,601, 006 | —$202, 815,600 | J-$440, 035, 000
o,
Public works acceleration. .. .. (500, 000, 000) - {(— 500, 000, 0D0) (450, 000, 000)| (—50, 000, 000)| (4-450, 000, 000)
CC e e S S (1, 141, 507, 106)|. e vememe e (988, 756, 606) | (—152, 7560, 600) (088,691, 506)| (—152, 815, 600) (—65, 000)
Total, 1963 supplementals. ... 2,149, 679, 106 1,496,928, 506 | —652, 750,600 |..........| 1,946,863,506 | —202, 815,000 | --449, 035,000
1964 APPROPRIATIONS
H.R. €20, 600, 200 —08, 318,800 | Apr. 2 922, 625, 200 —75, 383, 800 —7, 065, 000
{6, 000, 000) (=7, 000, gy (8, 000, 000) =7, 000, 000)} - co e e
(—17, 800, %; .......................... ({—17. 500, uon{ ................
HER. (A 1| 5997,026,000 | —140,816,000 | Apr. 4 | 5997,026,000 | —140,816,000 |.____.___ ... _
HR, 8| labor—HEW. .. . eeceeaae 5, 769, 489, 000 (ﬁpr 2% 5,440,088,000 | —300, 501,000 | Apr. 30 | 5,449,981,000 | —B309, 508,000 -7,000
0.
HR, 6764 | Agriculture @, 308, 755, 000 (.!Tqune“%) 5,970,457,000 | —389,298,000 | June 6| 5,079,457,000 | —389,208,000 {. ...
o,
Loan authorizations..._..._...._| * (855, 000,000) 3 (856, 000, 000) 3 (855, 000, 000)
H.R. 0808 | Legislative ¢ 148, 580, 245 .I‘u:rlnma] 4 140, 038, 019 —8§, 541,826 | June 11 €140, 038, 119 —8,541,820 |
0.
H.R. 7063 | State, Justice, Commerce, Judiclary.| 2,156,891, 900 Juntag’ 1,851,260,000 | —308,622,000 | June 18 | 1,851,260,900 | —308,622,000 |- o moeeeemmeen
0.
H.R. TIT | Defe 49, 014, 237,000 ({qm.g;;) 47,002, 200,000 |—1,922,028,000 | June 26 | 47,082,009,000 |—1, 932, 228,000 —10, 200, 000
0.
H.R., 7431 | District of Columbia (289, 581, 800) {'Iri uly mg} (284, 286,800)| (—5,205,000)| July 11 (234, 286,800}  (—5, 205,000 oo ooeeo ...
0.
TFederal pay t 84,868,000 | ..o 82, 868, 000 —2,000, 000 32, €68, 000 —2,000,000 | . o e
i Loan authorizations__._ ... __ 000, 000) (8, 000, 000) (8,000, 000){-. ...
HR. 8147 dependent offices. 14, 658, 588, 000 (gct. Bﬁ:} 13, 102, 818, 700 |—1, 555, 769,300 | Oct. 10 | 13,102,718, 700 |—1, 555, 869, 300 —100, 000
0.
H.R. 9130 { Military construction____...........| 1,966, 400,000 (gov.ﬂl;) 1, 562, 064,000 | —403, 436,000 | Nov. 18 | 1, 562,964,000 | —403, 436,000 | o ecvommmmnmenea
0.
HR, 8% |Poblicworks. . . ... ... ... 4, 561, 747, 000 ﬁnv.%} 4,276,116,400 | —285,630, 600 | Nov, 19 | 4,276, 116,400 | —285630,000 |. oo ooocecnean
o,
H.E. 9400 | Forelgn aid 4, 874, 400, 330 gec. 14 | 3,113,100,370 [—1, 701,299,960 | Deec, 16 | 8,113, 100,370 |—1, 761, 209,060 | ool
H.J. Res.875 | Supph otar 41,580,000 | Do, 14 PVBET L ——— Dee. 19 41,886,000
(No. 1041)
Total, 1964 appropriations..___| 796, 783, 683,475/ _________| £9, 560, 432, 480 |—7, 164, 260, 986 89, 552, 060, 489 |—7, 181, 632, 0BG - 17,872, 000
Total, all appropriations___.__ 793, 883, 872, 581 |.._ ... 91, 066, 360,995 |—7,817,011,886 | ... 91, 498, 923,095 |—7,384, 448, F8O | --432, 563, 000
Total, loan suthorizations____| (376, 000, 00!1; (869, 000, 000) —7.000, 0000} ... {869, 000, 000, A=7,000, 000} e
Total, contract authority....._ (17, 500, 000, (—17. 500, 000, 2 (=17, 800, 000) |- oo oo B
1 Tentatively estimated in Jenuary budget at sbout $11,500,000,000 for fiscal year 3 Includes sa..c,um 000 for Farmers Home Administration loans currently made from
Mmb.ﬂy low’ iunn m{mgmms in Tieu of former practice of public debt borrowings from Treasury,
hukt for 1964, which was reduced accordingly. Senate items,




1963

As sent to the House floor, the com-
mittee bills for the session totaled $91,-
066,360,995 in appropriations, or $7,817,-
011,586 below the corresponding budget
requests—the largest such aggregate re-
duction in several years. Every regular
bill was below the budget. There were,
of course, as in most every session, three
or four reductions somewhat in the na-
ture of funding adjustments or of un-
certain durability because of limited dis-
cretionary control in the appropriations
process.

The House made only minor changes
in the regular 1964 bills but did insist on
restoring the accelerated public works
appropriation to the supplemental last
spring. As sent to the other body, the
bills aggregated $91,498,923,995 in appro-
priations, a total cut of $7,384,448,586
from the requests considered in the
House.

In virtually every session the Presi-
dent sends supplemental budget items to
the other body after the House has acted
on the bills. This year was no exception
but the added amounts were nominal;
they totaled only $62,791,555, so that the
Senate considered $98,946,164,136 of ap-
propriation budget estimates. As passed

Cong., 1st sess., as of Dec. 24, 1963
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by the other body, the bills totaled $93,-
221,837,607, a reduction of $5,724,326,529
below the corresponding estimates but
$1,722,913,612 above the House totals.
I am certain the House and the country
will be glad to note that both Houses
have, this year, held every regular bill
total below the related budget requests.
But, of course, the other body, somewhat
characteristically, also raised every reg-
ular bill, except one, above the House
allowance.

The bills finally adopted, including the
foreign aid bill cleared by the House and
pending final disposition, aggregate $92,-
433,123,132 in appropriations, a cut of
$6,513,041,004 below the budget requests.

And to repeat, because it is important
in the total situation, these amounts ex-
clude something like $12,000,000,000,
plus, of permanent appropriations for
fiscal 1964 under previous law.

And significantly, Mr. Speaker, while
the bills adopted for fiscal 1964 are sub-
stantially below the budget requests, they
are are also for the first time in several
years, below appropriations for the pre-
ceding fiscal year—for the fiscal year
1963. The bills enacted are $3,317,416,-
885 below last year, in contrast to the

legislation. Does include indefinite appropriations carried in annual appropriation bills]
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upward trend of recent years. I should
say that the reduction includes the $2,-
000,000,000 nonrecurring IFM item, but
the residue, nonetheless, leaves a signifi-
cant cut below last year. Comparison
with the previous year is the more accu-
rate and informative measurement, be-
cause while the House needs to know
what disposition has been made of the
budget requests, you never really re-
trench when you cut a budget level that
has never before been appropriated and
conclude with appropriations higher
than the previous year.

Of course, as is always the case, not
every dollar cut from appropriation
budget requests for a given year results
in an equivalent reduction in expenditure
estimated for that same year; the rough
rule of thumb, for the budget as a whole,
is that 35 to 40 percent of total appro-
priations are not expended in the first
year. However, that is essentially imma-
terial here. A dollar not appropriated
is a dollar not taken from the Treasury.

This significant step, this departure
from the general trend, is summarized in
the following tables. The first table
supplies more details on bills of the ses-
silon at each stage of consideration:

Senate Conference Public Law
Date Benate action compared with— Date Increase or de-
e | emeaiy | MO S0 | Amemian s g | e Dung
to Benate number Budget House action report mates to
estimates number
3$506,173,000 | Feb. 28 $508,172,000 | Mar, 4| $508,172,000 e £508, 172,000 88-1 | Mar. 6
1, 652, 300, 456 &, % 1,496,000, 641 | Moy 1| 1488,083,841 | —$109,016,61 | 840,992,385 | May 0| 1,407,430, 4901 | —$184,800,005 | 88-25 | May 17
(500, 000, 000) (450, 000, 000) |- - -~ - ----- (450, 000, 000) (—50, 000, 000) f e ecmeecmeacne ( N:_anl (450, 000, 000) (=50, 000, 000)
(1, 152, 300, 456) (1,036, 096, 841) (1,088, 683,841)|  (—113, 616, 615)| (4-49, 092, 335) (1,017, 430, 491)|  (—134, 869, 965)
T 2,100,472,486 |-o.ee.. 1, 904, 268, 841 1,996,805, 841 |  —108,0610,615 | 49,902,335 |-......... 1,975,002,491 |  —184, 809, 065
998, 009, 000 &2}’ m?) 970,008,400 | May 28 [ 979, 603, 400 —18,315,600 | 457,068, 200 (J&:Ly 5.311) 952, 456, 500 —45, 652,500 | 88-79 | July 26
Ao W i eosiniol) ST N 5y o e NP o g o
6,148, 842, 000 My, 683) 6, 074,216,250 | May 8 | 6, 009, 468, 250 ~T7,875,760 |~ 72,440,250 | Moy 28 |"'6,045,466,000'| 101,376,000 | "86-39 | Juné i3
5,760,489,000 | Aug. 1| 5,494,627,260 Aug. 7| 5496,627,260 | 265,061,760 | 45,846,250 | Sept. 28 | 471,087,500 | 288,401,500 | 55130 | Oct. 11
6,368, 765,000 | ept. ﬂl;% 6,046,738, 340 | Sept. 30 | 6,047,988,340 |  —320,766,660 | 68,531,340 Ja 6,224,870,215 | —144,384,785 |.______ |
(855, 000, 000) |-~~~ 3 (880,000, 000) . - -~no oo % (880,000,000)|  (4-25,000,000)| (425,000,000)|-__" " 3 (885, 000,000)|-~ooo oo R g
182, 218, 450 (ir";.”sf?.) 168,273,069 | June 26 | 168,273, 069 18,045,381 | +28,284,150 | Nov. 83%) 5168, 208, 069 ~13,025,381 |..___..
2,169, 891, 900 Dec. 8 1,821,283,000 | Dee, 12 | 1,821,843,000 | —388,548,000 | —20,0926,900 (%q)gf’iug} 1,820,098,000 |  —33p, 798,000 |-
49, 014, 237, 000 (iﬂgt.ﬂgj 47,371, 407,000 | SBept. 24 | 47, 339, 707, 000 —1, 674, 530, 000 257, 698, 000 (%%.8123’ 47, 220, 010, 000 —1,704, 227,000 | 88-149 | Oct, 17
(828, 724, 000) (ﬁov.sag) (319, 582, 825)| Nov. 18 (819, 587, T85) (—9,136,215)| (435, 300, 885) (gg'.:iug) (813, 063, 424) (=15, 630, 576} |-~
52, 868, 000 47, 868, 000 —5,000,000 [ 15,000,000 .. .____ 40, 368, 000 —12, 500,000 |_.__._.
14, Esgi % 000 | 3 13,300, 214, 650 | Nov, 20 | 13 %ﬁ ﬁ: 0% 71,358, 373,360 Sl-lg 33%,3053 c. 5 | 13, ggi 518, 080 —1,(431 6% 000 | 6-315 [ ee 1o
1, 966, 400, 000 :ggie.ﬁgj 1,617, 489,000 | Dec. © | 1,617, 489,000 —348,011,000 | 54, 525, 000 (::'{E) 1, 585, 880, 000 —380, 520,000 | 88-220 | Dec. 21
4, 561, 957, 000 (NS?I‘MI}) 4,500, 988, 200 | Dec. 90 | 4, 500, 963, 200 — 0, 903, 800 | 224, 846, 800 ES?‘;% 4, 406, 272, 700 —155, 684, 300
4,674,060,3%0 | Dec. 17| 3,004,364,007 | Dec. 19 | 3,578,008,007 | ~1,206,401,723 | +464,058,27 | i Dec ugi 3,208,705,607 | —1,575,864,728 |.__.____..______
41, 886, 000 (N?' & 258,080,000 | Dec, 20 258, 090, 000 +-216, 204,000 4216, 204, 000 e —41, 886, 000
m .......... £1,874, 652,826 | ___... 91, 224, 081, 766 — B, 560, 709, 914 |41, 672,921,277 |__________| 90, 457, 520, 641 —8,828,171,080 | oo
una.m.m 136 93, asa,nm 667 93,221,887,607 | —b5,724,326,620 |+1,722,913,612 | _..___._. 92,433,123,132 | —6, 513,041,004 | ... |._.______
m %33 u:m; ST e 2 v i i s Eﬂg: %: %; i sl PRZIIEREZN ok (- %0, 000 {{—lg" 500, mug """""""""

# Report rejected by Senate on Nov, 27, 1068, Amendments adopted separately on
1063, and on Senate floor on Dee, 18, 1963,

House floor on Dee, 17, 1
® Report No. 1087 of Dec. 20 rejected previously,

7 Does not include $32,427,000 included in H. Doe. 174 but not considered.
# Does not include $32,277,000 included in H. Doe. 174 but not considered.

Bource: Prepared by Committee on Appropristions, House of Representatives.
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The appropriation bills, 88th Cong., 1st
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sess.—A summary as of Dec. £, 1963

‘The appropriations—
Bm Appropriations Above (+) or
e Below (—) the below (—)
budget requests fiseal 1963
appropriastions
1. Supplemental bills for fiscal 1963 . §1, 975, 602, 401 —$184,860,065 | ____ . _.______
e tecicr a0 related 952, 456, 500 45,862,500 | -+§22,762,400
an - g -
Loan anthorization.____________________ """ (6, 000, 000) (7,000, cm; ..................
Contract suthority & it (—17,800,000) |- ccecocieamccacaaa
Tri -Post Office. 8, 045, 466, 000 —101, 876, 000 4-383, 951, B30
Labor-HEW . 5. 471, 087, 500 288, 401, 500 —100, 885, 100
D RIS NI Y TS S 47,220,010,000 | —1,794,227,000 | 1—1, 130, 072, 500
Ind dent offices_ ———— 13,224, 518,050 | — 060, 950 1, 354, 866, 750
Public works_._. 4, 406, 272, 700 —155,684,300 | —1,128, 429,910
Military tx:-ustmct!ml_ ....... 1, 585, 880, 000 —380, 520, 000 14266, 765, 500
and J 1, 820, 093, 000 ~—3539, T98, 000 —323, 333, 841
District of Cdumbia fi‘eda'ul ptyment}..--_--. 40, 368, 000 —12, 500, 000 +7, 189,
Loan authorizations . - e oo e (19, 300, 000) (=1, 500, 000} (8, 742, 000)
Leﬂs!a\‘.iw gt = TR PRI AR 168, 293, 069 —13,925,881 117, 880,
tenl 6, 224, 370, 215 —144, 384, 785 --218, 770, 305
¥ s Lo “““‘é’{,“é‘m o —— 5,208, 705,007 | 1. G5 941738 | —5, 000 861,
enal ROV S s g =1, i - i
%m:ﬁ’.md ation = —41, 886,000 {-—oooooo ooiian
Total for fiscal 1964 bills. 00, 457, 520, 641 | —6, 828,171,089 | —3,317, 416,885
Loan authorizations and contract authority..-—-.. 300, (—26, 000, 800) 128, 258, 000)

1 The 1st figure, $1 mmwls.mnwmpmnhle basis, overstated by $484,300,000, and the 2d figure, $208, 765, -
500, is understat erscated. (th thus converting a real mnsetoannppmt ¥ 8pp the same amount due
to the shift, in 1964, of financing of d debt pay in etion with family housing
from the regular defense Lill to the military construction bul.

AS THE HOUSE PREPARES TO
ADJOURN SINE DIE

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the 1st
session of the 88th Congress is now in
its waning moments. It has been an
extraordinary session in many respects—
its extended length, the scope and impact
of the measures we have had to consider,
its record of solid accomplishment in
many areas, both domestic and foreign,
and the loss of our great President, John
Fitzgerald Kennedy, and our transition
to immediate cooperation with our new
President, Lyndon B. Johnson.

As we prepare to adjourn sine die, we
can lay down our legislative burdens un-
til January secure in the knowledge that
we have risen to many challenges which
have confronted us. We have written a
record in which every Member can take
pride.

I know that I speak for the House as
a whole when I say that not only we,
but the entire Nation, owes a special
tribute to our beloved Speaker, whose in-
spiring leadership was indispensable to
the many successes of this session.

It was Speaker McCorMACK Who, more
than any other person, provided the
patience and the bedrock determination
that carried us through to the end of this
lengthy session.

It was the pool of energy of Speaker
McCormack which provided the fuel to
ignite the legislative fires which have
burned so long and produced so much in
the way of solid accomplishment—ac-
complishment in which every Member of
the House can take pride.

I know I speak the sense of this House
when I say that the Speaker has ex-
ecuted his duties with a fairness, a ju-
diciousness, and a devotion that is un-
surpassed in the history of this great
body.

He is our leader, our tutor, our friend
and advisor, and one of the most honor-
able and remarkable men ever to grace
the position of Speaker. He has our love
and respect forever.

I am personally indebted to the Demo-
cratic whip, the distinguished gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. Bocas] and his as-
sistant whips, for their tireless efforts
and magnificent work. The accuracy of
their polls on legislative matters could
not be easily matched.

I am at a loss for adequate words to
express my gratitude for the many kind-
nesses shown me by all the Members of
the House, both Democratic and Repub-
lican. Members of my own party have
given me daily support and help to an
extent that I could never have hoped to
receive.

I owe a special fribute to my good
friend, the distinguished minority leader
and gentleman from Indiana [Mr, HaL-
LEcK], and the very able minority whip,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Arenps]. They have given the best of
their great abilities to this House and
this country, and their statesmanship
and fairplay have been indispensable to
the efficient operation of this House.
They are great Americans and have my
eternal admiration and gratitude.

Mr. Speaker, all the Members of this
House have given unstintingly of their
time, efforts, and abilities. It is difficulé
for persons, not intimate with the legis-
lative process in this country, to under-
stand how this body operates, being
composed of Members having many dif-
ferent and sometimes conflicting opin-
jons and views on all the great issues.
We function, Mr. Speaker, because this
Chamber is filled with great Americans,
devoted first and foremost to the con-
cept of government by consent of the
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governed through orderly procedures
and respect for the rights of the major-
ity and minority alike. I salute my col-
leagues, each and every one, for their
great contributions to the record of this
session.

We also must recognize the magnifi-
cent part played by the officers and em-
ployees of the House, all of whom have
given tirelessly of their devoted efforts
to the work of this session.

We will be back together in a short
while. I hope we all enjoy our brief
rest, which is so well deserved. Again
I thank you for your friendship and
your help. I wish for each and every-
one of you good health and good fortune,
and a happy Christmas holiday.

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, due
to the unnecessarily long session of this
House, much is being said concerning
congressional reform. Much of the
comment is unduly harsh on Congress
and some reveals a lack of knowledge
of the true function and role of this
House.

Because such comment is beginning to
feed upon itself and is helping to create
unfair disrespect for this House which,
despite imperfections, is still the main-
spring of democracy, it is important that
perspective be kept. For this reason, it
is refreshing to read a comment by the
noted columnist, Max Freedman, which
honestly attempts to place this matter
of mounting criticism into proper per-
spective. Because of increasing inter-
est in this general question, Mr. Freed-
man’s column, which appeared in the
Evening Star on December 23, follows:
IN DerFENSE oF OUR CONGRESS—EENNEDY'S

VisioN oF AMERICA’S NEEDS POSSIBLY AHEAD

OF MAJORITY IN UNITED STATES

(By Max Freedman)

Few Americans will regret the end of this
year's sesslon of Congress. It has talked
too much and done too little to earn respect
or gratitude. But the criticism of ess
has now reached such a piteh of bitterness
that it Is necessary to speak up in its defense
if only to guard it from undeserved and exag-
gerated abuse.

We can never know what the final tally
of legislative achievement would have been
if President Kennedy had been spared. He
himself thought that the most important
parts of his program, including civil rights,
would all pass by June of next year. He al-
waysspakeofhisproposahanrmmlnga
2-year program which would be endorsed
by Congress as public opinion slowly pre-
valled. Perhaps President Kennedy could
have mobilized those pressures in a way that
would have brought action from Congress.
He was certainly not despondent about the
prospeut at the time of his death.

In short, President Eennedy used a larger
timespan in judging Congress and therefore
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he refused to join the angry critics. As a
matter of practical politics he had very little
choice. It was possible for Mr. Truman in
1948 to campalgn against Congress because
that Congress was under Republican control.
In 1964 it would not have been easy for Mr.
Kennedy to denounce a Congress dominated
by his own party.

Yet there is a deeper reason than party
loyalty for President Kennedy's troubles with
Congress. It may be one of his best titles
to greatness that his vision of America's
needs was ahead of majority opinion in Con-
gress and maybe even in the country. As a
prophetic voice as well as a national leader
he raised issues that could only be settled
after long debate. He was less critical of
Congress than many people wanted him to
be, not only because he was much wiser than
these critics, but also because he knew so
much more about the legislative process.

In retrospect, his friends in Congress have
only one criticism of his technique of leader-
ship. They believe he made a mistake in
sending so many proposals to Congress in-
stead of bending its energies to action on a
few major measures. It should be observed
that this criticism reduces to complete
futility all arguments which measure the
success of Congress by the volume of legisla-
tion which it has endorsed.

Those arguments assume that the pro-
posals sent to Congress are always wise and
necessary; and that any opposition to them
must be an offense agailnst the national in-
terest. The men in both parties who direct
the work of Congress will never accept this
wretched formulation of the legislative role.
All criticism based on the inherent wisdom of
presidential action will merely widen the
breach between Congress and the executive
branch, and delay rather than facilitate the
passage of useful legislation.

It is, for example, no real contribution to
legislative reform to suggest that Congress
should be compelled to vote on certain meas-
ures within a period specified by the White
House. Congress will not do it; nor should
it.

When President Kennedy’'s trade program
passed the House of Representatives, Mr,
WiLBUR MirLLs was the hero. When the tax
program got stuck in the House this year, he
suddenly became a devil. Isn’t this rather

y¥? Nor can all the abuse of S8enator BYrp
obscure the two essential facts that the Sen-
ate Finance Committee under his chairman-
ship is making progress with the tax bill and
the Benate will be able to pass this legis-
lation, despite his personal views, early next

year.

All this trivial chatter about personalities
cheapens Congress by degrading the debate
into a scuffle for personal vindication. In the
TFX controversy, for instance, this particu-
lar kind of attack dwells on the motives of
Senator McCLELLAN or Eenator JACKSON in-
stead of recognizing the genuine and wide-
spread resentment that prevails in the Sen-
ate over the Defense Department's role in
awarding this contract.

No wonder experienced and responsible
Members of Congress have refused to be per-
suaded by the kind of criticisms they have
been forced to endure in the last few months.
Those criticisms will find no champion in
President Johnson, who has pledged himself
to respect the integrity and independence
of Congress. He knows that the best way to
get good results is to treat Congress notas a
destructive critic but as a useful partner In
the necessary compromises of national lead-

EXTENSION OF CREDIT TO RUSSIA

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Texas [Mr. ForeEMAN] may extend
his remarks at this point in the RECcORrD
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr, FOREMAN, Mr. Speaker, I must
take issue today with those who urge
that we cast our votes in the Christmas
spirit. The folks of West Texas elected
me to carefully consider each issue on
its merits, to be diligent, thrifty, and
frugal in the expenditure of their hard-
earned tax dollars and to do what best
my conscience dictates—not because of
emotion, but because of reason.

I do not believe my folks want me to
play Santa Claus to Khrushchev by issu-
ing him an international meal ticket or
a credit card for communism. The Rus-
sians are faulty now, some $10 billion
plus, in their payments to the United
States of America for goods previously
purchased. By granting credit to Rus-
sia, we will, in effect, be subsidizing the
expansion of communism around the
world.

Our foreign aid program is unrealistic
and wasteful enough as it is, but it is re-
pulsively unconscionable to make it even
worse by extending credit to the avowed
enemy of freedom and all that America
stands for.

We are now shelling out American
foreign aid dollars to 104 nations of the
112 in the world. The Agency for In-
ternational Development now has 64,508
employees carrying on this program. I
cannot and will not be a party to adding
to this by an extension of credit to those
not now covered in our foreign aid
largess. In my opinion, it is mnot
American.

NEW GOP TASK FORCE ON LATIN
AMERICA APPOINTED

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. REoDES] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, as chairman of the special proj-
ects subcommittee of the House Re-
publican policy committee, today I am
proud to announce the formation of a
new GOP Task Force on Latin America.

Representative WirLntam C. CRAMER,
Republican of Florida, who is one of the
most knowledgeable Members of the
House on Latin America is named chair-
man of the task force. Representative
James F. Bartin, Republican, of Mon-
tana, is named as vice chairman.

The purpose of this special task force
is to probe deeper into United States-
Latin American relationships. This will
be done with the idea of trying to estab-
lish a foreign policy which will first,
work toward real friendship with our
Latin American neighbors based on
mutual respect and understanding;
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second, abate the anti-American feeling
which is now prevalent in Latin America;
third, destroy the Commurist movement
in that area and deny it to the Com-
munist bloc; and fourth, make the Al-
liance for Progress program a workable
one.

The task force will confer with experts
in all areas of Latin American relations,
develop long- and short-range programs
to meet the challenges America faces in
this area, and make reports to the
Congress.

We are hopeful that the work of the
task force will prove beneficial to the new
administration as well as to the Congress.

Other Members appointed to the
task force are Republican Representa-
tives H. R. Gross, of Iowa; James D.
WeavER, of Pennsylvania; Don H. CrLAu-
sEN, of California; James T. BROYHILL,
of North Carolina; Durwarp HaLn, of
Missouri; ELFORD A. CEDERBERG, of Michi-
gan, and Joun M. AsHBROOK, of Ohio.

BALANCED BUDGET

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Bow] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, on December
9 of this year I addressed the House on
the accomplishments of the economy
drive undertaken at the beginning of
this session of Congress. At that time I
estimated that we might make savings in
the House of Representatives of approxi-
mately $7,500 million. Even as of this
date it is impossible to determine the
exact cuts that were made, but they were
substantial. More could and should
have been done, and the task force will
continue its operations during the next
session of the Congress, and we ‘shall
continue to make every effort to make
reductions where they are feasible and do
not affect the national interest. Itisour
opinion we can accomplish a balanced
budget and with a balanced budget that
we may have a meaningful tax bill which
will reduce the heavy burden of taxes
upon the American people.

Mr. Speaker, I think it would be well
to submit on this closing day of the ses-
sion a comparative budget comparing
the budget requests from 1960 to 1964. I
must admit, Mr. Speaker, that this is not
complete insofar as the action taken by
the Congress this session is concerned,
but it does give the picture on budget
requests.

Mr. Speaker, there has never been pub-
lished, to my knowledge, a comparative
budget. By this I mean a budget allow-
ing a complefe comparison of appropria-
tions from the general fund in the past
several years. Every year, it is true the -
budget message contains some historical
perspective on Federal expenditures, but
never a detailed analysis. The Budget
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of the United States does print data for
the previous 2 years, but often with es-
timates or possible revisions—due to sup-
plemental requests. The fact is that
there simply is no long-range view of

‘the budget.

Ly

Not that there is not a need for such
a view. Members of Congress must ask
questions before they vote on appropria-
tions, or even authorizations, questions
about trends in Government spending,
total outlays in certain areas over the
past few years, and the extent of Gov-
ernment involvement in the economy.
Such questions cannot be answered by
mere reference to the past 2 years. Yet,
without much effort and a good chance
for error, the Members of Congress can-
not find more information.

[NorE.—All figures are in thousands of dollars.
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“Much effort and a good chance for
error” is a real picture of the situation,
too. Every year the structure of the
budget is altered; a commission is cre-
ated; an agency abolished; a service
transferred from one department to an-
other; two offices merged; and so on.
The final product is never final; yet,
one must set up some base for compari-
son and work around it. This requires
“much effort and a good chance for
error.”

This summer I attempted to make a
“Comparative Budget.” Based on the
budget documents of 1962-64, the sup-
plemental appropriations of this session,
and the Appropriations Committee re-
ports printed thus far, this budget is as
accurate and up to date as possible. Yet
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this budget is quite limited: It covers
only the last 4 fiscal years; it deals only
with new obligational authority, not ex-
penditures; it contains only estimates for
indefinite appropriations, which could
now be corrected; and, in several specific
areas, it lacks the necessary material for
making an accurate comparison.

These limitations could all be over-
come by a comprehensive document from
the Bureau of the Budget. I believe that
a full presentation along the lines of my
“comparative budget,” but covering all
of the fiscal years from possibly World
War II on, such a budget would be in-
valuable to the Members of Congress.

The “comparative budget’” I have made
is put in the structure of the present
executive budget.

Figures in parentheses are not counted in the totals. Asterisks indieate bhudget requests to be transmitted at a later date. The

final column represents action taken by the House Appropriations Comumittee only and does not reflect changes occurring either on the floor of the House or in final action

by the Congress]

Department of Defense—Military functions

Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budget House com-
requests, 1964 | ittee, 1964
1960 1961 1962 1963
Mili personnel:
% parsonnel
3, 204, 188 3,254, 548 3, 697, 000 3, 662, 900 3, B85, 000 3, 785, 000
2, 476, T00 508, £ 2, 652, 536 2, 747, 400 2, 676, 000 2, 614, 000
608, 600 606, T4 , 000 667, 900 678, 600 676,
3, 918, 000 3,964, 843 4,175, 820 4,167, 690 4,418, 000 3, 943, 000
227, 700 220, 598 205, 530 239, 200 211‘.! 100 210, 100
88, 000 85, 584 &3, 000 85, 600 92, 300 300
24, 300 24, 831 , 400 28, 100 28. 500 28, 500
54, 000 52, 250 52, 080 &0, 100 55, 100 55, 100
5 i 234, 961 230, 277 218, 550 261, 800 240, 300 240, 300
Alr 48, 000 46, 000 47, 000 53, 000 58, 300 58, 300
Retired pay, De[ﬂnsa 715, 000 788, 500 920, 000 1, 029, 000 1, 163, 000 1, 143, 000
U S SRR OREES SRS T R R L 0 0 0 0 000,000 |-ociaione i
o e T R B e s T o s e SR 11, 506, 449 11, 778, 421 12, 709, 916 12, 992, 690 13, 235, 200 12, 848, 200
*-900, 000
14, 135, 200
Operation and maintenance:
'Operation and maintenance:
T e et e s e 5 m i e R 3, 076, 696 3,209, 772 3,770, 726 3, 452, 562 3, 395, 200 3, 361, 000
R e 2, 610, 610 2, 597, 626 , 282 2, 864, 414 2, 934, 000 2 000
Marine Corps. 4 175, 850 176, 725 187, 271 194, 000 102, 300 191, 000
Air Fome- s 4, 202, 303 4, 306, 617 s 543 4,412, 877 4, 385, 000 4, 341, 000
De cl 0 0 0 358, 987 451, 400 446, 000
(Ofﬂce of Mamry now included in above) 20, 500 19, 850 21, 500 0 0 0
Army National Guard......- | 151, 700 166, 316 165, 485 174, 400 176, 600 176, 600
Air National Guarl‘l_.. PR 169, 000 189, 481 189, 100 164, 400 222, 7 222,700
National Rifle Promotion Board.. B 300 501 500 622 528 528
Claims, I‘ ______ 16, 500 19, 575 19, 000 19, 000 19, 000 19, 000
anl:l.ng e L ETan] LD 15, 000 000 15, 000 15, 000 15, 000 15, 000
Court of Mﬁitary Appaals, £z 425 425 445 472 509 509
Adjustment figore. . iciccaean — —120, 074 0 0 0 0 0
R N e T e e R 10, 318, 510 10, 701, 888 11, 758, 852 11, 688, 724 11, 792, 237 11, 678, 387
Promramnnt
E nd Army_ ... iy 1, 407, 300 1, 408, 352 2 532, 102 2, 520, 000 3, 202, 000 2, 660, 004
ft and Navy. b 1,061, 644 2, 141, 760 2, 680, 888 3, 034, 660 3, 066, 000 2,877, 445
Shlpbul!ding, Navy 1, 330, 700 2, 245, 500 2, 966, 860 2,919, 200 2, 310, 000 2,080, 089
Other, Navy 583, 219 424, 480 852,012 903, 600 1, 208, 000 1,175, 231
Marine Corps ..................... R 133, 850 01, 180 264, 600 256, 000 207, 700 201, 960
R T O O SR 4, 284, 600 , 562, 237 3, 667, 852 3, 562, 400 3, 559, 000 3, 328, 900
Missilos, Air Foree 2, 465, 550 2, 615, 120 2,720, T84 2, 459, 000 2,177, 000 2,120, 490
Other, Foree 1, 108, 650 877,171 1,006, 182 956, 250 951, 500 871, 299
Defense agencies. .o oo oo 0 36, 000 43, 600 43, 164
Adjustment figure ., —171, 418 =1,737,100 —1,034, 744 0 0 0
T S o 13, 105, 095 11, 715, 790 15, 745, 536 16, 047, 110 16, 724, 800 15, 676, 672
Baseareh development, test, and evaluation:
1,074,128 1,147, 417 1,337,175 1,319, 500 1, 469, 900 1,363, 141
Na z 1, 066, 524 1, 866, 500 1, 308, 905 1, 475, 958 1, 572, 900 1, 526,713
Alr Foree. 1, 448, 850 1, 588, 8568 2, 529, 857 8, 632, 100 3, 621, 800 3,416, 146
s cies. 329, 620 194, 000 191, 650 444, 000 447, 400 434,
E cy fund, Defl 5,288 4, 150 14 X 150, 000 150,
Ad t T 201, 462 1, 737,100 1, 034, T44
Total_ . _ 4,215, 902 6,033, 043 6, 402, 345 7,021, 658 7,262, 000 G, 880, 000




Department of Defense—Military functions—Continued
Actual appropriations
JAAgency or service ; Budget House com-
requests, 1064 | mittee, 1964
1960 1961 1962 1963
Military construction:
Army 263, 632 148, 407 171,284 161,407
Nav 204, 112 162, 519 198, 618 161, 354
Air Foree. - 783, 832 670, 084 522, 746 , 068
Defense agench 16, 545 0 , 677
Army Reserve. 20, 000 16, 038 14, 381 8, 000
Naval Reserve £,4980 4,000 7,000 7,000
Air Foree Reserve 4,000 4, 000 4, 608 b, D00
Army National Guard ‘B,219 17, 540 21,869 7,000
Alir National Guard 16, 440 13, 850 20, 7756 14, 000
Loran stations, Def 23, 200 19, 000 10, 000 20, 000
Arizong Memorial o 0 150 0
Total.- 1, 868, 061 1, 061, 438 971, 781 1, 189, 506
Family h 0 0 (i} 598, 870
Civil defense:
Operation-and maint 0 0 (1] 72,848 0 |t
Research, development, and eonstroction. . 0 0 0 53, 000 217,800 |__._
Civil defense construction (1] 0 257,206 0 [+ SHEREIETET IR ST
Total._ 0 0 257,206 1265, 848 800, 000} ..o b e
Revolving and management funds:
?ermmns ent appropriation. . 30,000 30,000 0 0
Permanent, te, contract-authorization 0 0 324, 639 0
Total 30, 000 30, 000 324, 630 0
Grand total, Defl , military_. 40,627,018 41,320, 580 , 48,170,275 50,262, 315
o Y S SR R e S L e Sl B e SRR L U R
Legislative branch
Actual appropriations |
Agency or service !31.1111;13'{‘m | House %
| requests mittee,
1960 1961 1062 1063 <
IR L e i e S e e S e I s e i
House of Representatives: ks . J 4 =
Compensation of members. _ 10, 638 10, 673 10, 672 10,672 10, 622 10, 622
Mileage and expense allowance. 200° 800 200 200 200 | 200
Salaries, employ | 7,123 7,648 7, 861 B, 149 8,458 8,884
(hj!o ik .t hire P 3 16, 300 18,122 20,400 21,348 21, 800 21, 300
ntingent expenses of § |
o 232 243 213 270 263 270
Miscellaneous items 2,443 2,544 2, 549 2,680 2,825 2, 800
Reporting hearings 150 150 150 175 176 178
Special and select committees. 2,450 2,634 2, 900 3, 059 8,325 3, 300
Joint Committee on Taxati 295 322 322 338 344 344
Joint Committee on Immigration_. ... 20 20 20 20 20 20
Joint Committee on Defy Productl 0 0 0 68 70 70
Office of Information. 1 99 108 - 108 120 122 122
Teleph and telegraph . 1,300 1,275 1, 300 1, 500 1,670 1, 670
e 1,066 794 745 785 785
Physician’s office. | 15 17 17 17 17 17
P tamps___ 5 184 184 184 184 183 183
Folding d s 220 250 236 251 257 251
of laws. 18 20 20 20 21 21
Special autos... a8 30 30 30 41 31
Portrait.of Speaker. 0 0 0 3 0 0
New edition, United States Code. 150 0 100 0 0 [1]
Payments to widows and heéirs 135 12 102 45 0 0
Capitol Police:
G 1 expenses a 37 37 av 37 a7
Capitol Police Board 106 113 125 136 144 144
Ed ion of pages 62 8 68 73 T 77
Penalty mail eosts. 2,601 3, 269 3, 830 3, 986 4, 807 A, 867
Statements of iati 8 8 -3 8 8 13
North Atlantic Treaty Conference 80 0 0 0 0 1
Preparation of Clerk’s repert. 0 8 0 0 0 0
Total - 48,040 48, 038 52,023 -b54,186 B6, 340 55, 702
Architect of the Capitol: | |
Office of the Architect: '
Salaries 278 816" 338" 496 480
Expenses. B0 50 80" 50 B0 . i1
Capitol Building and Grounds: ! : .
Capitol buildings___ 1,020 1,152 1,630 1,633 1,437 1,428
Extension of Capitol: | . r
“'“"‘fé’ﬁ&o‘““’?‘ . u; ot 3 a,oug « mgj mg) a mg) cmg)
1w n of authorizati » 500) |
aptel ot % AT | | B { Y
office bu g s 2,820
Legislative gm 116 12 0 63 50
House office ngs. 1, 460 1,708 1,639 1,722 1,928 1,78
Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Legislative branch—Continued
Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budge! House com-
requests, 1904 mittee, 1964
1960 1661 1962 1963
Architeet of the Capitol—Continued
Cupiwl B';lt:lc'l)i:lzgrana Grounds—Continued
cqn of property:
Contract anthorieation . oo o oo oo oo da LIl 5, 000 &, 000 0 0 0 i}
Li mdatlun of authorization__ . (16, 500) (18, 000) (6,000) (8, 500) (20, 000) (20, 000)
Caplto Power Plant:
Current..___. 1,902 2,020 2,052 2,052 2, 230 2,813
Liquidation of authorization . - --..-.--------—"ov ALl (2, 500) (3, 230) 0 0 0 0
Extension of Senate Office Building site. 200 140 0 1] 0 0
Bubway t.ll:ugspormtlll;mudl R 6 1] 0 0 0 0
Lib of Congress bulldings:
"BIPOSKrS] Arid MOCRANIOAT O8I .o oitenomosiiocisisiin 1,085 967 3,748 1,116 3,62 3,388
S ain b e I R e e e R SRR 140 123 9 225 189 180
Contract authorization S e S N L R 75 0 0 0 0 0
Liquidation of authorizgstion . _______ . oo 0 (75) 0 0 [1] 0
Total, Architect of Capitol.._....__._.... e 13, 520 17, 850 12, 401 9,912 13,344 10, 044
142,945
12, 980
328 352 4589 514 483 462
7,160 8,123 8, 4556 10, 141 10, 405 9, 726
1,450 1, 589 1, 600 1,674 1,794 1,781
Legislative Reference Service....... 1,455 1, 780 1, 809 1,961 2,143 2,138
Distribution of card catalogs..- - 2 1,081 2,173 2,347 2,784 3,077 3,042
Books for g 1 collection o 350 400 470 570 670 450
Books for law library__ 90 90 90 110 110 110
Books for the blind 1,619 1,723 1,786 1,804 1, 002 1, 900
Presidential papers.... 107 113 113 113 113 113
Motion pictum rvation. 60 6l 6l L8 61 50
Collection and distribution of materials (foreign currency program).... [1] 0 400 680 978 978
Alas records, = 0 0 0 15 0 0
Revision, annotated Constitution. . ___ . oiiio. 0 0 25 0 0 0
Oliver Holmss Fund (permanent indefinite (special fund)).._...._._. 26 17 26 18 20 20
L s e s | S S S R 14,200 16, 068 17,182 19,992 21,273 20, 508
Government Printin Oﬂlw:
Prlntin% T T e e /AT L L 11, 500 11, 600 13, 400 15, 200 18, 200 18, 200
Supﬁrinteu nt of Documents: Salaries and expenses........- , 520 044 4,724 5 760 5, 418 5,242
eanniition of annex Bite. __ .. e imsac. 0 0 0 6, 450 8,758 0
GPO fund, contribution. ..... e &2l 0 0 0 1, 000 8, 500
T T PR Al =P T T 15, 020 15, 944 18,124 26, 410 38,876 31,942
Grand total, legislative branch o 116, 656 124, G656 T08 |- = 161, 136 119, 358

1 Benate offica buildin, atlons are not handled by the House Ap) ria- by 881 Amhlt&ct,li dation of contract authority, acquisition of raised b
i gs appropri ¥ Prop s,soo. I qui ity acq b property, y

tions C s of on.grem:l, distribution of card ¥ 100, Government
NorE.—Reyisions in budget from original requests of January 1963: House of Repre- plns ‘(‘;‘gm,fﬂ** QPO fund contribution, raised by 11, 600. Total, raised by 11,988,
sentatives, salaries of officers and employees, raised by 8. Penalty mail costs, raised e
The Judiciary
Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budget House com-
requests, 1064 | mittee, 1964
1960 1861 1962 1963
The Supmma Court:
T A b= 1,336 1, 440 1,479 1, 503 1,588 1, 588
Prh‘ll'.i.ns and binding reports 90 90 105 138 141 138
Miscellaneous 70 70 83 79 87 85
Care of buildings and d 347 287 284 323 354 348
Auto for Chief Justice___ 5 0 7 T 7 7 7
Books for Court___ T 30 356 88 35 35 35
Total. 1, 888 1, 929 1, 996 2,085 2,212 2,201
Court of Customs and Patents Appeals. _ 332 357 360 370 390 388
TR T e e O e e Bt 788 840 805 931 980 089
Court of Claims.___ S 884 924 964 1,044 1,124 1, 110
Court of Appeals, district courts, and other judicial services:
Salaries ol&“u&w 3 9,185 9, 200 10, 100 11, 048 11, 200 11, 200
Salaries, o T 21, 501 23, 751 25, 654 27, 988 31,480 30, 650
Fees. 4, 520 4, 635 4, 800 5, 800 b, 500 5, 500
Travel and miscellaneous expenses. 3, 500 3,835 5,438 4, 670 4, 550 4, 500
Administrative office... 1, 200 1,368 1,442 1, 530 1,640 1, 580
Remua'auhﬂea(agedal) 2,006 2,125 2,870 2,552 2,600 2, 550
Referees’ exy pecial) ~E 3,080 8,851 4,310 4,807 &, 456 5,250
Total 45, 262 48, 565 54, 104 58, 480 62, 426 61, 240
Grand total, Judiciary. 40, 154 6156 319 62,016 67,141 65,927
Plus Grants to Alaska from Court receipts (permanent, indefinite, special ! m, » : :
fund). 740 0 0 0 0 0
Transfers from GSA 0 0 034 2,354 1, 587 0
Total- 49,903 52,615 59,253 65, 270 OR0I8 Ltth
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Department of Agriculture
Actual appropriations
Agency or service B“‘Eﬁm House %
ues mittee,
1960 1961 1062 1963 g )
Agricultural Research Service:
Salaries and expenses. - 138, 848 151, 520 160, 558 178, 595 104, 204 Lo
Salaries and (foreign ey) 18,103 15,131 5, 265 (“%,% (19% gllg) s, 58'3])
Construcl'.iun of facilities___ 0 7,750 800 0 0 0
Per priation 30 400 0 0 0 0
Total: . un-ee e 158, 071 175, B01 166, 623 + 178, 860 180, TOk L oo
(183, 722) (193, 314) (181, 588)
Cooperative State Experiment SBtation Service 31, 804 32, 803 35, 803 38, 263 40, 383
Extension Service. 64,123 67, 431 ), 804 75,344 77,328 77,313
Farmer Cooperative Service 616 8567 657 1,156 1,280 1,195
Boil Conservation Service:
Conservation op £2, 822 89, 204 86, 646 98, 076 99, 453 97, 480
atershed protection 22,750 36, 800 53, 752 61, 376 63, 002 222
Flood 18, 000 19, 570 24,994 25, 326 25, 576 25, 465
Great Plains conservation ag'.l“m 10, 000 10, 168 10,166 12,354 14, 640 12, 994
Water conservation and utilities program g 75 0 0 0 0 0
Resource conservation and development. 0 0 0 (] 6,275 1, 200
Total 133, 147 165, T42 178, 558 193, 031 209, 936 200, 361
Economic Research Service. . 0 9, 360 9, 511 10, 301 9,832
Statistical Reporting Service 0 0 8, 761 10, 022 11, 562 11,079
Agricultural Marketing SBervice:
Research and service. 41, 417 47,221 37, 961 40, 897 D08 1o e
(36, 034) (87, 895) (37, 061)
Research and service é}; [T 0 0 285 0 0 0
Construction of facilities_ 0 0 0 0
Payments to States.. 1,195 1,195 1,825 1,425
Special milk program 66, 731 4, (668 171, 181 100, 000
3chool lunch program 110, 000 110, 000 125, 000 125, 000
School lunch program (permanent) 43, 657 000 45, 000 45, 000
Perishable Commodities Act tund (permanent-indefinite). . oo ccaoaaae 679 693 665 729
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0
Total_ ... p 463, 981 545, 600 654, 085 577, 904
(573, 041)
Forelgn Agricultural Service:
Sg'lnari -5 and . 15,071 16, 031 15, 901 21,129 19, 039 18,
Salaries and expenses (per t) 2,493 2,817 3,117 8,117 3,117 8,117
Total- 17, 564 21, 848 19, 018 24, 246 22, 166 21, 622
Commodity Exchange Authority. 910 990 1,007 1,061 1,005 1,003
Agricaltural Stabilization and Conservation Bervice:
Expenses 40, 535 43, 598 62, 508 95, 423 114, 944 105, 737
Sugar Act program 71, 500 74, 500 78, 000 77, B30 80, 000 78, 000
tural eon n program 241, 702 242, 000 243, 000 212, 900 220, 000 215, 000
Land-use adjustment program 0 0 0 2, 19, 000 10, 000
Conservation reserve program 335, 000 361, 825 312, 000 304, 000 204, 000 204, 000
Total. oo e 688, 737 11,923 695, 508 691, 973 727, 044 702, 787
Forelgn assistance programs:
1%3)11:: Law 4&?
Sales of commodities 968, 016 881, 000 1, 260, 451 1, 588, 804 1, 452, 000 1, 452, 000
Famine relief grants.._.._____ 104, 508 115, 000 140, 868 250, 000 215, 451 215, 451
Losses on contracts. 0 0 13, 000 40, 000 79, 000 52, 515
Total, Public Law 480 - ... 1, 072, 524 996, 000 1,404,319 1, 878, 804 1, 746, 451 1,719, 966
International wheat agreement. 63, 875 52, 042 70, 681 81,218 92, 356 86, 218
Materials for stockpile. 129, 000 422, 950 125, 000 125, 000 82, 860 82, 860
T I I L S B L I PN 1,265, 399 1, 020, 592 1, 600, 000 2,085, 022 1,921, 667 1,880, 044
Commodity Credit Corporation:
Prlmsupport progmms.-- 2, 043, 603 1,151, 832 036, 420 2, 370, 698 2, 799, 400 2, 600, 000
Other p mgﬂ 2, 1,018 1, 881, 915 0
National Wool Act (per t-indefinite) 50, 060 67,190 75,278 69, 165 69, 000 69, 000
L ) e e e o 2, 006, 407 1, 264, 095 1,011, 707 2, 430, 863 2, 868, 400 2, 569, 000
Federal crop Insurance program..__ 6,377 6, 561 6, 550 8,779 7,210 6, 950
'R'I:Inl Electric Admlnlsmtlon:
B R RO o i 9, 632 10, 024 10, 024 10, 442 11, 844 11, 162
Luaus (from de t pis) - 265,000 310, 000 ; , 000 000 000
*—151, 000
Total 274, 632 320, 024 417, 524 490, 442 __i.cﬁuls: % 5086, 162
Farmers' Home Administration:
Bal s and exp 30, 745 33,017 34, 501 35,779 .jg.ggg 38, 367
Housing grants and loans. 0 0 10, 000 0 =50 0
Housing for elderly fund 0 0 0 1,000 5,000 2,000
Rural renewal 0 0 0 0 2,350 1,000
authorizations 226, 000 467,000 826, 000 340,000 0 0
Farm tenant mortgage fund 6,245 0 0 0 0 0
H credit fund i 0 0 0 *100, 000
Total. . 262, 990 500, 017 870, 501 876, 779 o mig: ;g 41,367
Office of Rural Ams Dewﬂmmﬂﬂi 0 0 0 88 154 120
Office of G 10 3,162 3, 560 3,040 3, 8556 3,987 3,053
Office of Infor ion 1,432 1,548 1, 561 1, 662 1,084 1,084
Agriculture centennial 0 U] 100 0 0 0
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Department of Agricullure—Continued

- Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budget House com-
requests, 1964 mittee, 1964
1060 1961 1062 1963
National Agricultural Library. 900 951 1,020 1,185 2,145 1,870
General ad ration 2,881 3,080 3,006 3,307 3,975 3,735
Defense food stockpiling. . ... 0 0 0 W1 T e BOEE 300 ol
Forest Service:
Protection and utilization. ..« —oooenen 120,120 150, 670 204, 389 183, 865 190, 397 183, 500
Coogemtive range impro 1 Al 700 700 700 700 700 700
Roads and trails (contract authority) 0 0 0 80, 000 0
Permanent contract authorization). 2 30, 000 35, 000 40, 000 (] 85, 000
Liguidation of authorization) (28, 000) (30, 000) (35, 000) (37, 500) (64, 400) (60, 000)
Access roads__ .- 1,000 1, 000 2,000 , 000 0
Acquisition of la
superior Natinnal Forest. 0 760 250 2,000 0 0
Bpeatal Aets (Indefnite) . o oo e e 278 10 10 10 a0 70 70
! Cache National Forest.. 50 [ 0 0 0 0
¥ - Wasateh Nationnl Forest. 0 0 o 0 20 20
Klamath Indians lends.. o oo e A A 0 68,717 0 0 0 0
tree-planting assi 0 ¢ 1, 000 1, 000 1, 000 1, 000
Permanent, indefinite, special funds:
Exp e I S A .« v 2.4 7,222 6, 762 7,000 9,000 9, 000 0, 000
Stateroadsand trails___.__ . . . 11,870 14, 166 10, 024 10, 900 12, 000 12, 000
Fire prevention. . L 2 20 20 20 20
T.and restoration. e Giniin Rl 6 5 10 106 100 100
M innesota, payments (0. e ... d 121 123 a4 125 128 128
Connties, payments to. 233 453 392 421 425 438 438
School funds, payments t0..... e R A e e e et o R : 114 140 99 80 100 100
i States, payments to__._.__.-.- e 29, 669 35, 400 25, 056 27,285 30, 600 30, 000
Construction, Salt Lake City. --....-. 25 0 0 0
Total (permanent, indefinite, fands)... oo iaeaeaaaan e 40, 404 57, M9 43, 453 47, 971 51, 786 51, 796
‘T'otal, Forest Service. AL 210, 374 322,372 201, 082 317, 566 328,973 322, 076
Grand total, Azriculture .= = 1 5,683, 507 5, 559, 430 7,400, 736 7, 628, 008 7, 9}13. 041 7,222, 746
Vo e e e S O i 4 P 7,628, 201

_ NoTte.—Revisions in budget from orizinal requests of January 1963: Aericultural Stabilization and Conservation Serviee, land-use adjustment program, cut 8,000, Foreizn
assistance prograir s, Public Law 450, sales of commaodities, cut 505,172 (by supplemental, 1063). Total, original requests cut by 516,172,

Department of Commerce

Actual appropristions
A SR Maevies est:;e:ﬂ&l mittee, 1064
2 0 requ
1960 1061 1062 1963 ¥
General administration - 2,673 2,881 3, 638 3,062 4, 520 4,000
Special pro, :
New York World's Fair. 0 17, 000 0 (1] 0
Century 21 Ex?_ositlon ........... 9, 000 0 900 0 0 0
West Vil ial - 0 10 0 0 0 0
Great es pilotage administration.. = 0 60 0 0 0 0
atal. . d. 9, 000 70 17, 900 0 0 0
Area Redevelopment Administration:
Operations. .. 0 0 8, 148 12,416 14, 800 13, 500
Grants for public facilities. 0 0 40, 000 35, 000 35, 000 0
Area redevelopment fund . __ = 0 0 122, 500 115, 500 190, 000 132, 000
(Authorization from debt receipts). 0 300, 000 0 0 0 0
Total..... 0 300, 000 170, 648 162, 466 230, 800 145, 500
Business and Defense Services.. 6,176 4, 553 4,212 5,069 6, 250 4, 600
Offiee of Business E i 1, 400 1, 508 1, 600 1, 869 2, 350 2, 000
Bureau of the 2L 100, 999 38,182 16, 483 21, 689 83, 100 29, 435
Dffice of Field Services. 0 2, 868 3,148 3,445 5, 000 3, 725
[nternational Activities 5,187 6, 400 8, 402 11,029 19, 500 13, 600
Office of Trade Adjustment. 0 0 0 25 1,700 100
U.8. Travel Service 0 0 2, 500 3,350 4,200 2,600
Ciwvilian Industrial Technology 0 0 0 6256 7,400 1, 000
and Geodetie Burvey.. 14, 084 23,161 106 37, 388 40, 900 38, 000
3 Office 22, 000 23,882 24,816 27, 545 32, 300 20, 000
Burean of National Standards 19, 300 45, 253 60, 665 57, 540 30,288
Office of Technical Services 0 0 48 1, 700 1, 020
‘Weather Bureau. 51,355 60, 497 118, 400 116, 179 109, 500 05, 550
~Bhip construction : 130, 250 126, 200 08, 000 64, 200 112, 500 112, 500
" J
Research and develoy t Q 6, 500 3, 650 8, 250 7,000
Salaries and e 14, 014 15,148 14, 334 15, 249 15,752 15, 500
Maritime 000 3,216 3,218 8,819 8,495 8,495
‘War shipping claims, payment 0 0 18 0 0 0
State marine 1 165 250 260 250 250 250
Permanent contract authority, 2,480 1, 642) 1,407 1,125 156 1,155
Liquidation of authority (960) (1,020 (1, 020) (1,125) (1,155) 1, 155)
Operating-differential subsidies:
Permanent contract authority (Indefinite) 153, 232 176, B61 193, 332 200, 000 210, 000 210, 000
Liquidation of suthority - (152, 750) (150, 000) (202, 000) (220, 400) (225, 000) (225, 000)
i Total, Maritime Administrati 803, 050 800, 627 817, 059 287, 603 851, 402 349, 000




1968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 25567
Department of Commerce—Continued
Actual appropriations
st il Dt 1ok | Taavien.sona
reques|
1060 1061 1062 1963 it :
Bu:%au n{t lgli.lé:hllc Roads:
ores WaYs:
Contract a{:sthoﬂmtim:
r t oYy 33,000 0 33,000 0 33, 000 33, 000
Current 0 000 0 33, 000 0 0
Liquidation of anthority . - - - - e oo oom oo (B0, 000) (27, 000) (27, 400) (36, 900) (33, 000) (33, 000)
Public lands highways:
Contract authorization:
TR o L E S S S S e T 1y D 3, 000 0 3, 000 (1} 9, 000 9, 000
Current. - (1] 3, 500 0 15, 000 0 (1]
uidation of authorization. .. - (4, 000) (2, 700) (8, 000) (2, 500) (4, 000) (4, 000)
Co of outdoor ads. 7 0 0 2,000 3,000 2,000
Inter-American Highwu‘lf‘
o | » 0 0 0 0 16, 000 13, 000
: : | R :
Liquidation of authority - 6, 000) (6, 000}
Study%f Alaska highways_ ... ] 0 0 400 0 0
3V N RS e O S i ) A o 36, 000 36, 600 36, 000 62, 400 61, 000 57, 000
Transportation r h S=RC N L 0 ] 0 625 2,500 1, 500
Grand total, Commerce e WL 571,318 869,112 827,412 806, 052 980, 572 817,818
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Actual appropriations
Ageney or service Bu‘il'ge{:m gjotuse ef'%;
requests,
1960 1061 1062 1063 = e
Food and Drug Administration:
Sal&rles and nvmrmm Yo 13, 800 18, 848 22, 929 20, 065 35, 8056 35, 805
ﬂp&c on.... Sl 0 0 0 0 718 0
g5 t’md 0 0 0 0 13, 300 4,347
Laboratory building_ 0 100 1, 760 0 0 0
Certification, inspecti d other services (indefinite, special fund)._ 1,712 1, 506 1,737 1,931 0 0
iy T e R R AL e € e i 15, 512 20, 454 26, 416 30, 996 49, 823 40,152
Dﬂiee of Education:
........ -~ 33,702 33,672 33,672 34,716 34, 756 34, 756
Endawment wllem of agriculture and ical arts. 2, 502 2, 502 8, 104 11, 950 11, 950 11, 950
L jce grants 6,131 7, 500 7, 500 7, 7, 500
Paymenta to school districts 217, 300 247, 000 282, 322 104, 466 104, 466
4216, 204
320, 670
Assistance for school construction. . . 2 61,135 63, 392 61, 042 63, 686 23, 800 23,740
*4-37, 084
i SRR s S S 61,
Defense educational activities. 159, 700 187,480 211,627 229, 450 229, 620 229, 620
Education of mentally retarded 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1, 000
Education of deaf. ._ 0 0 1, 5756 1, 500 0 0
Cooperative research.- 0 3,357 5,000 6, 985 17, 000 11, 500
Educational resear 0 0 400 800 500
-grant ald_____ 0 2,225 3,775 0 0 0
lm:lgunge training___._._. 0 0 0 0 s 1, 500
Balntl.es Aany expenma 0 ce of Education 12, 800 10, 549 11, 504 12,645 16, 261 14, 761
gsmeduc?t w.]wra d meohan].oalart (perma t) &Sg 2, Mg 2 Mg 2, 553 i 223 e 2 550
olleges o an 5 T PR T h £
o m (per 7: 161 7,170 7,161 7,161 7,161 7 fo
oy Y R Sl RS R 472, 081 539, 007 602, 500 661, 465 459, 451, 004
*+1,479,358
1,028, 722
Office of Vocational Rehabilitation. ... ..__. B 75,438 74, 519 88, 897 102, 926 131, 435 125, 415
Public Health Bervi
Buildings and focllllim et 300 3, 76 18, 230 33, 200 18,072 13,811
Community health:
Accident prevention_ ... 0 0 3, 616 3, 668 4, 857 4,163
Chronic diseases_ ... coceecnrocncea- 0 0 12, 956 22, 942 55, 907 53,877
Communicable diseases__ 8,158 15, 303 9, 988 15, 402 30, 429 25, 405
Community health | 24, 407 27,135 22,231 26, 276 31, 48 28, 608
Control of TB 6, 452 493 6, 493 6, 803 6, 828 6, 828
Controlof VD._ ... 5, 400 6, 000 8, 000 9, 588 9, 588
Dental services 0 0 2, 400 3,006 6, 227 6, 218
Nursing services. ] 0 7, 641 8, 438 11, 245 11, 217
THospital O L e e e S 187, 850 187, 936 221, 500 228, 220 179, 514 177, 014
Total il 214, 514
Mental health research facilities 0 12,139 0 0 0 0
George Washington University Hospital 0 0 0 0 2, 500 2, 500
Aid to medical education 0 0 0 0 *34, 352
Total: . 357 249, 096 924 321,035 743 325, B18
232, 9, 202, f If _&g: e
408, 095
Environmental health:
Environmental health aeﬁvltles... 15, 720 27,7 (1] o 0 0
Environmental healt 0 0 (1] 0 4,246 4,224
.Mr llation. .- - - 0 0 8, 500 11,069 12, 098 12,054
interstate, ity itatl 0 0 7,422 8, 536 9,079 9,009
Ompstlona] health 0 0 3,970 4,122 4, 621 4, 500
Radiological health 0 0 10, 482 15,875 18, 776 18, 745
Water supply and pollutlon eonttol..- 0 0 20,270 24, 707 29, 980 27,021
‘Waste treatment works construction 46,816 46, 101 8O, 645 90, 000 100, 000 , 000
Total. 62, 536 73, 869 131,379 154, 309 179, 700 177, 443
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Agen & o Budget House com-
1 o]}
EYOE MRS requests, 1004 | mittee, 1964
1960 1061 1962 1063
Public Health Service—Continued
Medical services:
Hospital and medieal Serviees_ oo . aooeoooeemiommmemmnmmesen 51,600 56,023 50,000 820 50,038 49, 962
Foreign quarantine a;:tlvlt!n e 4, 686 5,110 6,082 5,910 7,116 6,456
health activit
e e e - .25 10,782 2,540 6,807 8,088 750
(‘on.tract authorlzat!nn ( t) e
iquidation of authorization (455) (529) (432) (432) 0 0
Intlinn th facilities. ..... 4,46 8,714 8,285 9,335 6, 000 5,000
Total. 107, 006 121,024 117,357 120, 662 122,286 120, 168
National Institutes of Health e 4 , 000 577,861 773,000 930, 800 80, 454 962, 454
Other services:
Scientific activities overseas. ... 0 3,707 9,000 2,800 0, 647 4,000
\l'ntlom health statistics. =50 0 0 4, 042 5, 150 5, 049 5,949
ational 1i OF MBS ..ot e ——— 1, 566 1,738 2, 066 3, 336 4,074 4,074
of retired officers (indefinite; 1,682 1,927 2,360 5, 784 6, 436 6,436
ce of Surgeon General_ ... 5,816 7,368 5, 560 5,850 6, 091 6,001
Emergeney health activities__..____ 0 0 35, 433 7,000 T e
LT L R SR 9, 064 14, 740 59, 061 29,919 (0 SRR
Total, Public Health Bervice.. o 841,263 1,040, 366 1,301, 857 1, 689, £25 Sy T BT L PN,
St. Elizabeths Hospital:
Salaries n.nd expenses (dcﬁnll.e} 3,805 4,572 5,106 6,332 0 0
Salaries 0 0 0 0 9,716 7,354
)uﬂdings nnd mciiitl.u ..... 330 b, 445 645 8,095 627 627
L ) e R A IR e A 4,135 10, 017 &, 750 14,427 10, 343 7,881
Bocial Security Administration
Payments for ml itary service eredits 0 0 0 g B R e 1T A
Grants to States for public assist 2, 037, 500 2,177,000 2,401, 200 2, T38, 300 2, 900, 000 2, 725, 000
1 training 0 0 0 0 2,000 0
n?atrhted .8, nationals. 0 0 T4 467 500 467
BySarﬁ 3 2,345 2,727 3,442 3,874 5, 400 4,756
Matema! and child health serviee 0 [} 0 0 *17,250
Maternal and child welfare 46, 500 51,833 60, 100 70,205 87,000 £6, M43
C! hildren's Bureau_____. 2,300 2,403 2,668 2,956 3, 401 3,401
................... 0 350 700 1,100 2,000 1,455
Entcrnatiuna! soclal security s 0 0 0 0 95 a5
and T 0 1] 1,607 0 1,200 0
R ist: 0 0 0 70,110 70,000
 White House Conference on Youth...... 200 150 0 0 0 0
Office of 337 373 590 736 1,025 1,025
o TS SR e T R R 5 = 2,089, 182 2,234, 2,480,071 2, 896, 838 3,072,621
*4-80, 650
3,158,271
Ameriean Printlng House for Blind 400 400 670 739 775 775
T 's Hospital ._____ 3,190 3,493 3,736 3,900 3,880 3,880
Gallaudet CD“EEF 1,285 3, 600 1,857 2,544 4,016 4,616
Howard Universlt‘r 4, 046 7,166 11.915 13, 852 15,064 15, 064
Office of the S ¥ 6, 541 7,972 15, 550 15,210 29, 502 20, 737
Grand total, Health, Education, and Welfare. . oo 3, 614, 572 3, 942, 3156 4, 628, 904 5, 332, 930 oyt aﬁg\.ls& ................
7,107, 545

Depariment of Justice

Norte.—Revisions in requests from original budget, January 1063: Social Becurity Administration, grants to States for public assistance, cut by 50,000. Total cut by 50,000

Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budg) lﬂﬂ gjmem com-
T , 1964
1960 1961 1962 1963 £ i
Legal activities and general administration:
jalaries and expenses (administration). . 3, 605 4,036 4,165 4,428 4,778 4, 600
Balaries and expenses glegal activities)_.______ 12, 865 14, 285 15, 785 17, 096 19,173 18, 573
Balaries and expenses (Antitrust Division) . - 4, 500 5,074 5, 873 6, 210 6, 600 6, 600
Halaries and expenses (attorneys and h 22, 825 24, 583 25, 1856 28, 167 29, 580 29, 230
Fees and e s 1,776 1,835 2,235 2, 500 2, 500 2,300
lalaries and expenses, Administrative Conf 0 0 150 100 0 0
IBORAY e sy s e 45, 460 40, 703 53, 58, 609 62, 531 61, 363
Federal Bureau of Investl 114, 600 125, 550 127,177 135, 925 146, 900 144, 900
Immigration and Ni t.ionBetvioa 58, 750 62, 800 63, 66, 272 70, 000 69,011
Salaries mgys o 42, 350 105 786 242
Bulldingsandﬁcllltm &, 625 ‘&876 4‘g‘;%ﬁl ag',m ?;:;% Bﬁ:m
Prisoners’ support. 3, 300 3,705 4,000 4,100 4,200 4,100
Total... 61, 275 B8, 775 53,185 57, 887 76,075 68, 625
Grand total, Jostice_ .. _..__. 267, 085 207, 008 207, 156 318, 593 356, 506 343, 799
ore.—Revisions in budget fro 1
orlsiml v b m‘fe m orlgl:nn requests in January 1963: Legal activitiés and general administration, salarfes and expenses, attorneys and marshals, ralsed by 200,




Department of Labor
-
Actual appropristions
Agency or service Budget House com-
requests, 1064 | mittes, 1964
1060 1961 1062 1963
Bureau of Labor statisti 10, 749 12, 440 14, 767 15, 9656 005 17,805
Bureau of International Labor Affairs. g 0 " 500 809 s 035 882
Office of Manpower, Aut tion, and T 0 0 14, 000 82,018 178, 093 148, 000
gl olnrs el e sof | am| el sat| O iE L
urean of Appren y , )y
Jureau ol Employment ity. 454, 054 065, 003 ws: 140 150, 387 119, 870 110, 870
Jureau of Veterans' Beamploymmt Rights_ 502 633 662 790 740
3ureau of Labor Bt o 2,488 2,522 3,267 4, 686 3,470 3,470
Bureau of Labor-M nt Reports 3,025 5, 550 B, 767 5, 924 5,900 5,900
Burean of Employees’ ation.. - 63,011 06, 432 67, 798 69, 063 58,123 58,123
‘Women's 500 554 668 930 785 785
Wage md Hour Division 11,4890 12, 261 17, 260 18,274 19, 300 19, 300
Office 2, 695 2,878 4,107 4, 862 4, 570 4, 570
Ofﬂueof 1,611 1,870 1, 796 2,008 2, 664 2,864
Youth employtmm 0 o o 0 100,000 |...iooooio st
Trade adjustment tias_ 0 0 0 100 7, 635 4,000
Grand total, Labor. 855,170 1, 074, 561 643, 045 360, 454 427,220 384, 884
*-+100, 000
Total 527, 220
Post Office Department
Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budget House com-
requests, 1064 | mittes, 1064
1960 1961 1062 1963
Payment for public services 37,400 49,000 62, 700 0 0 0
Cuntrlbutiou to postal fund (indefinite) 608, 821 845, 580 811, 460 808, 400 564, 564 564, 064
Authorizations anﬂiimitntbnson use of the postal fund: !
Administration and operat 71,575 78,911 82,000 78,471 85, 700 83, 500
and dmtopmnnt 0 0 12, 000 13, 700 11, 500
Operat! 3,008, 200 3,365, 841 3,440, 500 3, 701, 863 3, 059, 814 3, 880, 000
536, 500 563, 000 582, 000 504, 500 611, 750 611, 000
Facilities. 187,835 137, 780 150, D00 167, 000 195, 000 185,000
Flant and equipment. _ 81,200 131, 107 105, 000 102, 267 111,000 104, D00
Total. 3,885,310 4,268, 639 4, 368, 500 4, 657, 461 4, 576, 064 4,885, 000
Grand total, Post Office. 646,221 804, 580 874, 160 808, 400 564, 964 564, 964

1 The postal fund is not included as an item in the g

1 fund and, thereft

, s not i
Appropriations Committes controls the expenditures from both funds and must act on requests of the postal fund

luded ssetpenditum in the executive budget. On the other hand, the House

Department of State
Actual appropriations g
A = uests, 1064 | mittee, 1064
1960 1061 1962 1063 S
Aﬁ?sﬂm&m“m Al 112, 300 125, 265 136, 868 147,548 162, 800 153, 000
Representation allowances. 825 872 925 ' 950 996 o73
e T il oum| omEm o oam]  ozm) 8
A cquisi al [0y Ton o e — ) s y
. 1, 500 2,300 1,500 1, 800 1, 600 1, 500
Extension, State Depa.rtmm 3, 000 500 0 0 0 0
Payment, Miu t 2,360 2,540 0 i} 0 0
Replacement of maoldsbnud(pn t, indefinite, special fund).| 256 255 264 284 343 343
Total 137,618 146, 955 154, 208 162, 788 196, 639 158, 566
International organizations and conferences: -
Contributions to organizations. b4, 533 BO, 005 87,102 60, 227 81,821 81, 305
Missions to izati 1,950 1,953 2,115 2,522 2, 745 2, 500
Confi and tingencies. 2,100 1,043 1,943 3,17 2,170 1,043
Tariff negotiations. 0 650 171 0 495 450
U.N. loan 0 0 0 100, 000 0 0
Citizens Committee on NATO 0 150 250 0 0 0
Total 58, 583 85, 601 91, 671 174, 666 87,231 86, 108
International commissions:
Boundary and Water Commission, United States and Mexico:
and exy 573 618 604 602 729 715
Operation 2,610 2,021 1, 950 1,972 2,043 2,015
Construction 1,400 9,225 13,168 11,000 8,354 000
Total 4, 583 11,862 15,722 13, 664 11,126 10, 730
American sections, international commission 1,725 382 415 415 500 430
International Fish © issi 0 1,806 1,910 1,910 2,053 1,910
Total 6,653 14,140 18,047 15, 980 13,679 13,070
cational exch: %
Mutual exch activith 64,137 32,618 34,300 41,950 55,975 42,250
East-West Exchange Center. ] 10,000 3,300 8,340 5,600 4,460
Preservation, Nubhn monuments 0 0 4,000 | 0 0 0
Fund payments by Finland (permanent, indefinite, special). ... 307 306 396 306 306 396
Total 64,534 43,012 42,005 50, 200 62, 061 47, 108

CIX——1609
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Depariment of State—Continued
-
Actual appropriations
. calhes roques oot | T, T
Ly m
1960 1961 1062 1063 %
m}r_{: Road, Nicaragua
ams H
Curre: 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,500 0
Contract suthorization.__ 0 0 0 850 0
Liquidation of authorization___"""_ 0 0 0 0 850
Migration and refugee t 0 0 0 14,947 11, 800
Payment of foreilm yor b 20 0 0 0 0
1-time items._ 0 6,018 217 0 0
Payment to Republic of P: (per £). i il 1,030 1,930 1,930 1,930 1,930
0 R e L 2,060 9,623 3,147 18,377 13,730
Grand total, State 270,333 209, 532 309, 168 422,110 373,340

Nore.—Revisions in budget from original requests, January 1963: Educational exchange, mutual exchange activities, cut by 445. Total, cut by 445,

Treasury Department

Actual appropriations
Agency or service Budge{%l House com-
requests,
1960 1961 1962 1063 s e
Office of the Secretary:
Balaries and expenses 3,337 3, 576 4,268 4,695 5,050 5,000
Expenses, War Claims Act (permanent, indefinite, special fund)..____ 18 18 6 12 10 10
Total. . 3,855 3, 504 4,274 4,707 5,090 5,010
Bureau of Accounts:
Balaries and - 3,480 3,708 8,716 3, 886 4,100 4,050
Division of Disburseiiént. 22,000 24, 066 25, 700 26, 500 31, 500 30, 750
Claims, relief acts. 7,220 23, 866 30, 147 970 0 0
Permanent, deﬂnita nnd indefinite._ .. 3,890 5, 085 4, 804 5,972 5,002 5,002
terest, uninveste ds (permanent, lndeﬂnite) ..................... 9, 702 10,070 10,357 11,207 12, 456 12,456
Payment to unem loyment trust fund (per , indefinite) 2,583 1,216 0 0 0 0
Fund for payment of Government losses in ship t 0 100 0 525 1, 250 550
Total. . 48,952 68, 111 83, T24 49, 160 54,308 52, 808
Bureau of the Public Debt o 48, 500 47,043 47,984 48, 325 48, 600 48, 000
Office of the Treasurer. . R 17,463 6, 960 16, 925 16, 450 16, 800 16, 700
Check Soruery insurance fund... S B 0 0 0 0 &0 50
=y 54, 245 59, 815 63, 281 67, 510 76, 100 72,000
Internal Reveuue Service:
Salaries EXPenses. ... .- e 364, 250 413, 900 450, 912 504, 000 578, 300 546, 000
Remdingcollectlcns, interest (per t, indefinite)____ 76, 438 82, 708 v 70, 694 70, 665 70, 665
Collections for Puerto Rico (per t, indefinite, special) 22,698 206, 348 33,328 24, 000 34, 000 34, 000
Total... 463, 388 523, 552, 109 608, 604 682, 965 650, 665
B of N ti s s 4,080 4,320 4, 462 4,777 &, 450 5, 250
U'S'Bn]ade: d exp 5,859 6,008 6,808 7,358 9,400
LRl e —— h 860
Contribution for annuity benefits (per t, indefi 239 256 269 " 360 380 % %0
Total_ .. S 6,008 6, 354 6, 575 7,718 9,780 9, 240
Burean of the Mint:
Salaries and ex 4,600 5,825 6,138 6, 582 7,720 7,300
Coinage profits fund (per-m:lent indefinite) a71 440 324 462 552 5562
Bilver profits fund (permanent, indefinite, SPECIAD) ... -~ -~ -—oooeenn- 412 615 306 618 737 737
Total... 5,383 6, 880 6, 768 7, 662 9, 009 8, 589
Bureau of Engraving and Printing. 0 1,260 0 300 5, 380 0
Coast Guard 258, 050 281, 000 48, 302, 580 363, 500 851, 400
Interest on the public debt (per t, indefinite) 9,179, 589 B, 057,242 9, 119, 760 9, 700, 000 10, 020, 000 10, 020, 000
Grant total, Treasury. 10, 369, 100 9, 976, 889 10, 204, 088 10,817, 784 11,207,032 11,239, 712
Atomic Energy Commission
Actual appropriations
Aria Bl | e
reques
1060 1061 1062 1063 i f
0 i 2, 539, 672 2, 577,104 2,351,978 2,871, 903 2,472,800 |--cccssanianine
Phnt F‘..’:E equipment 262, 500 204,250 105, 360 '262, 745 A2, 2001 e
Grand total, Atomic Energy Commission. - oo ooceoovoacaomraaons 2,802,172 2,781,354 2, 547,338 3,134,738 2,808,000 |ocaotdoncann e
National Aeronautics and Space Administralion
Actual appropriations
i e o requeste 1964 | mities, 1064
1960 1961 1962 1963 2
Rmarch; development, and operation (now inecludes “‘salaries and ex- -
penses'). . 423, 950 ?8&773 1,499,178 2, 935, 888 4,912,000 |---memmmna e
99, 6256 25, 227 325, 762 787, 425 800,000 |--cemerconnaeaa-
Grand total, National Aeronautics and Space Administration....... 523, 575 964, 000 1,824, 930 3,673,313 5 T1% 000 |- e
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Mr. Speaker, I also think it would be ing. Every agency or service of every terms and in percentages. Finally, a
well to submit a growth budget from department is represented, with the gtudy of action taken by the House Ap-
1960 to 1964. actual appropriation made to it in 1960

Shoit 1 1963. The ct o hetwesn those propriations Committee rollows,i:uorder

The growth budget is an attempt to appropriations and the request for fiscal to determine the real effect of “budget

discover trends in Government spend- year 1964 is shown both in absolute cutters.”

[Note.—The structure is that of the executive budget. All references to “1964™ are to the requests made in the budget mmge of the President, and not to action taken by
Congress. The references to the House Appropriations lemitteamwactlmtakaubr the committee alone, not to any happening on the floor of the House or b thu
Con as a whole, The “Total, Appropriations Committee” is to demonstrate the amount of an npmpr@a tion t.bnt comes under the jurisdiction of the
which is often far different from the amount that is actually contained in the budget. Asterisk (*) indicates the effect of including the future requests with those slmady
sent to Congress. The dagger (1) indicates that there was no appropristion in the base year, thus allowing no “Percent change™ to be made]

Growth budget
Actual appropriations Budget House Percent Percent | Change, | Percent
Agency or department ts, committee, Change, change, | Change, | change, | Budget- | change,
1964 1064 1960-64 1960-64 196364 1063-64 House Bud?;—
1960 1963 House
Legislative branch:

House an atives. 46, 049 54,186 56, 340 55, 702 10, 20 2.3 154 3.9 —638 =11

Amhl.bnut of the Capltel ... 13, 520 13,34 —178 1.3

Garden _ 32 514 483 462 155 47.3 -3 —6.0 —21 -4.3
Library of Cong 14, 200 19, 902 21,273 20, 508 6, 074 48. 7 6, 4 - 3.8
Government Printing Office.___________ 15, 020 26, 410 38, 376 31,042 23, 356 155. 4 11, 966 45.3 —6,434 | —16.7

Total 118, 656 161, 138 44, 480 38.1
(Total, Appropriations Committee). - (87, 975) (108, 450) (127, 585) (119, 338) (39, 610) (45.0) (18, 126) (16.6)] (—8,247)| (—6.5)
The Judiclary;
Supreme Court of the United States_. .. 1,888 2,085 2,212 2,201 324 17.1 127 6.0 ~-111 L
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals.. 332 370 390 388 68 17.4 20 5.4 -2 -.5
Customs Court 788 931 989 989 201 26.5 58 6.2 0 0
Courtof Claims______________._...L. S 884 1,044 1,124 1,110 240 37.9 3,040 6.7 —1,186 -1.8
Court of a 1s, district courts, and
other judicial services. . oo oo oooneo 45, 262 58, 486 62, 426 61, 240 17,164 271 80 7.8 —14 —-1.2
Per t appropriations T4 0 0 0 —4 —100.0 0 0 0
Total (excluding G8A transfer)...... 49, 903 62,016 67,141 65, 927 17,238 34.5 4,225 6.7 -1,218 -1.8
(Total, Appropriations Committee). . (49,154) (62, 916) (67,141) (85, 927) (17,987)|  (36.6) (4,225) 6.7 (-1,218)| (~L8)
Executive Office of the President_
Dapartmnnt of A ure:
Agricultural Research Bervice '.__._____ 157,071 188,722 193, 814 181, 588 29, 633 18.8 9,502 5.2 —11,726 -0.2
Coopentlve Experiment Btatiﬂn Serv-

...... 31, 804 38, 40, 383 , 383 8,579 26.9 2,120 5.5 0 0
‘Engmmn T S P T 123 75,344 77,328 77,313 13, 205 20.5 1,084 2.6 =15 0
Farmer Cooperative Service. 616 156 1,280 1,195 664 107.7 124 10.7 —85 —6.6
Soll Conservation Service..... 133, 147 193, 031 209, 936 361 76, 789 57.8 18, 905 8.7 -9, 576 —4.5
Economic Research Serv‘lm_. 0 9,511 10, 301 9,832 10, 301 t 8.3 —469 —4.5
R ericultural Markoting Servics wao8l | moon |  ewis| exse| o vowass| 3| soars| 08| -ness| g

t arketing Service f...____ ; . , 876 - —4
i 463, 081 578, 041 *657, 418 *193,435 *41.7 *84,375 P L ?’..-.- T
Foreign Agricultural Bervice .. .o—o-- 17, 564 24, 246 22,156 21, 622 4, 592 26.1 —2, 080 —8.6 —534 -
Commodity E: Authority... -] 910 1, 061 1,005 1,008 185 2.3 34 3.2 -2
m Btab ion and Conserva-~
737 691, 973 727, 944 02, 787 39, 207 5.6 35, 971 51 —25, 207 -3.4
o L 399 2,085,022 1, 921, 667 1, 830, 044 656, 268 5.8 | -—163, 355 ~7.8 —32, 623 ~L6
2,006, 407 2,439, 863 2, 868, 400 2, 569, 000 77, 993 36.8 428 537 17.5 | —200,400 —10.4
6, 877 8, 779 7,210 6, 950 833 13.0 431 6.3 —260 -3.6
274, 632 400, 442 506, 344 506, 162 231,112 84.3 15, 02 3.2 —182 0
274, 632 400, 442 *365, 344 *80, T12 *29.3 | *—185008 | *—27.5
262, 990 378, TT9 46, 717 41, 367 —216, 273 —82.2 | —330,062 —87.6 -5, 360 -11. 4
262, 990 376, 779 *152,072 *—110,923 | *—d2.1 | *-224, 712 | *—50.6
Office ﬂnmmw 88 134 120 134 (1& 46 52.2 —14] —10.4
Office of the General C 3,162 3,855 3, 087 3,053 825 0 132 3.4 —34 -.8
Qe s G| R { R | N - < | | SR |
National Agricnltural Library .. <o.... ] . N i - -12.8
o tion 2,881 3,397 3,078 3,735 1,004 3.9 578 17.0 —240 —6.0
0 0 0,000 1 . *30, 000 ) *30, 000 ®
210,374 317, 566 328,073 822,076 118, 599 56.3 11,407 3.5 —6,807 -2.0
5, 507 % 008 7,618, M1 LA 746 1, 434 30.8 933 12| -—396,105 =02
5,&% 507 7.5‘%003 w.ea,l?'m o -;,mm *34.2 'gg:m *1.0 ‘-
L .Isﬁgmprlaﬁm Committee)..| (5, 040,002) (6, 590, 443)| (6, 560,172)]  (6,163,977)| (1,520, 080) (30.1)| (—30,2711) {—.4)| (—398,195) (—6.0)
Dapm-imen of
[¢] istmunn 2,673 3,952 4,520 4,000 1,847 69.0 568 14.3 —520 —1L 6
Special p 9,000 0 0 0 —9,000 | —100.0 0 0 0
Area Redavelopment Administration.. 0 162, 466 239, 800 145, 500 239, 800 (4] 77,334 47.6 —04, 300 —-39.8
Businessand Defense Services Adminis-
tration._ 6,175 5,050 6,250 4,600 75 1.2 1,191 2.5 —1,650 —20.4
Office of Business Economics. oveeevaev 1, 400 1,869 , 350 2,000 950 67.8 481 25.7 —350 —14.8
Burean of the Census. ... ... | 100, 999 21, 659 33, 100 20,435 —B7, 809 —67.2 11,411 62.6 —3, 665 —11.0
3,445 5,000 3,725 5,000 ()] , 555 45.1 —-1,276 | —25.5
5,187 11,020 19, 500 13, 600 14,313 275.9 471 76.8 -5, 900 2
0 25 1,700 100 1,700 ; 1,675 | 6,700.0 —1, 600 —04.1
0 3,350 4,200 2, 600 4,200 850 26.8 -1, 600 —38.0
0 625 7,400 1, 000 7,400 ) 6,775 | 1,084.0 -1, 400 —86.
14,084 37,388 40, 900 38, 000 26, 816 190. 4 3,512 9.3 -2, 900 =7.0
Patent Office. 22,000 27,545 32, 300 20, 000 10,300 46.8 4,756 17.2 —3, 300 -—10.2
Bureau of Standards__. . .oooocial - 10,390 60, 665 57,450 30,288 38, 060 106.8 -3, 215 —6.2 -18,162 ~3L6
Servima__ 0 48 1,700 1,020 1, 700 147] 1,652 | 3,441.6 —080 —40.0
51, 355 116,170 109, 500 05, 560 58,145 113.2 -6, 670 =57 ~13, 950 -12.7
303, 060 287, 693 851, 402 sﬁ-;,m 48, 352 15.9 63, 709 2.1 -1, 502 —.4
36, 000 62, 400 61, 000 , 000 25, 000 00.4 ~1, 400 -2.2 —4, 000 —6.5
0 626 2, 500 1,500 2,500 ()] 1,875 300.0 =1,000 | —40.0
Total 571,313 808, 052 980, 572 817, 818 400, 250 716 174, 520 21.6 | —162 754 —16.5
(Total, Appropriations Committee). (382, 081) (511, 927) (728, 572) (665, 818) (348, 401) (00.6)|  (195,120) (38.2)| (—162,764)| (—22.3)

See footnotes at end of table.
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Growth budgel—Continued
A department Avm A s et o, | Onaagee. | thasem,. | on Aol I R
ney or de; men T® s 'y L ange, nge get- nge,
e iy F961 1964 1060-64' | 196064 | 1063-64' | 1963-64 | House | Budget-
1960 1963 ouse
Depaﬂ.ment olDeianm military funetions:
itary personnel. ... fy ............ 11, 506, 449 12, 992, 600 13, 235, 200 12, 848, 200 1, 638, 751 14.1 510 18| -—387,000 —2.9
11, 586, 440 12,902,600 | *14,185,200 | v onneene-- 2, 538, 761 *21.8 | *1,142, 510 b S i AL G T
Operation and < 10,816,610 11, 688, 724 11, 792, 237 11, 678, 337 1,475,727 14.3 103, 5 LB | =113, 900 -8
S T e ) N S e 13, 105, 095 16, 647,110 724, 3, 619, 705 AL 7, .4 g
Research, development, test, and eval-
uation 4, 215, 902 7,021, 558 3,046, 008 2
Mi.lltary constroetion. . oo 1, 363, 961 1, 180, 606 —131, 961 .6
Fsmﬂy T T e S i S S {1} 596, 879 784, 400
fvil defense_________.___..__ 0 125, 848 300, 000
Revolying funds (permanent) - .- 30, 000 0 —30, 000 )
e “Cor §io (ﬁ' S, g}g) %, % 316 (}3' % g}g) é& g) '''' BN o R ZE
Tota] ‘Appropriations Committee)_ _ , BY7, y y ———— e S e
§ T e 40, 627, 918 60, 262, 315 11, 552, 519 o e R D] i SR RS e R TR
Department of Defense, civil functions_____ L Y s e s U b [l e e A e e e e T ek
Department of Health, Education, and
Food and Drug Administration________ 15, 512 30, 996 49, 823 40, 152 34,311 221.1 18, 827 60.7 =90, 671 —10.4
Office of Education._. . o oo ... 472, 081 661, 865 450, 364 451, 004 =13, 617 —2.8 | —202,101 —30.5 —8, —-1.8
472, 981 661, 865 g P By bl NGRS S *1, 455, 741 *H07.7 | *1, 26? 257 b |11 P, B IS e Ry T
Office of Vocational Rehahi]itatmu ..... 75,438 102, 926 131, 435 125, 415 55, 74.2 28, 21.6 -6, 020 —45
Public Health Bervice:
Buildings and Eacilitl% ............. 300 33, 200 19,072 13, 811 18,772 | 6,267.3 —14,128 —42.5 — B, 261 —27.5
Community health ... ccoonnae 232, 367 321, 035 338, 743 325, 818 386 45,7 44, 338 15.0 —12,925 —3.8
232, 367 321, 408,008 | Lo il *175, 738 *75.6 *113, 690 w5 ) IR T T
Environmental health ... ........... 62, 536 154, 309 178, 700 177,443 117, 164 187.3 25, 391 16.4 =2, 257 -1,2
Medical services_______._. ... 107, 006 120, 662 122, 2856 120, 168 15,229 14.2 1, 573 1.3 -2, 067 -1.6
National Institutes of Health______ 000 930, 800 080, 454 962, 454 550, 454 128.0 49, 654 5.3 —18, 000 —1L.8
0 .. 9, 064 29,919 14 S SRS, 61, 404 678. 4 40, 639 b L Nl
Total o 841, 263 1, 589, 925 1, 710, 762 860, 499 103.3 120, 837 7.6
841, 263 1, 589, 925 #1, T80 134 938, 851 *111. 6 *190, 180 *12.0
St. Elizabeths Hospital......... .cccc.... 4,136 14,427 10, 7,981 6, 208 150, 1 —4, —28.8
Bocial Becurity Administration. .. ... 2, 089, 182 2, 826, 727 3, 002, 621 2,823,142 913, 430 43.7 175, 804 6.2
2,089, 182 2,828,727, | %8088, 07 |.Sollioisio [1:] (1 —110 -2
_____ 0 70,110 T O o e i 70, 000 1 36 48
American Prtntlng House for the Blind_ 400 739 776 776 375 21.6 —20 =7
n's Hospital. - . oo 4,190 3,900 3, 880 3,880 690 259. 2 2,072 81.4
Gallaudet College. .. ... .c...oo... 1,285 2, b4 4,616 4,616 3,331 222.3 1,512 11.1
Howard University . -cocooeoeocecanaeas 4, 646 13, 552 16, 15, 064 10, 418 361.0 14, 292 93.9
Office of the SBecretary. .. SN 6, 641 15,210 20, 737 , 061 62.5 31, 051 2.9
) ) [ S T e S S I e LA 3, 614, 572 5,332, 930 5,488,185 5, 166, 250 1,973, 512 *102.2 *354, 023 33.8 ~ y
,614,572 | 5,332,080 | *7.107,645 |...______'____| *B,502, 65.9)|  (144,877) ) e
(Total, Appropriations Committee). . (3, 502,651)| (5,317, 435) b5, 462, 322) (5,138,308)| (1, 569 071) 7.5 256, 44 B T T

1 Figures for 1963 and 1964 are adjusted for comparability; comparisons betwesn 1960

and 1964 are made with unadjusted figures,

I would also, Mr, Speaker, like to call
attention to House Joint Resolution 129
which I introduced on January 17, of
this year, which provides that not earlier
than May 1 nor later than May 20 of each
year, the President shall transmit to
Congress, in such form and detail as he
may determine, such revisions of esti-
mates and summary data contained in
the last annual budget and subsequent
amendments. It is difficult indeed for
the Congress to rely upon the early es-
timates and it would be advantageous to
us to have this updated budget sub-
mitted during the month of May.

Again, Mr. Speaker, may I say that
some progress has been made toward
fiscal responsibility and it is to be hoped
that in the second session of this Con-
gress, our accomplishments will be much
greater.

PROGRAM FOR THE 1ST WEEK OF
THE 2D SESSION OF THE 88TH
CONGRESS
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent fo address the House

for 1 minute.

- The SPEAKER. Is there objection

to the request of the gentleman from

Indiana?

There was no objection.
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
for this time to inquire of the majority

leader concerning the program, if he can
enlighten us at this time.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HALLECEK,
man.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the pro-
gram for the first week of the next ses-
sion, which is the week of January 6—
of course, we will not convene until the
Tth if the resolution previously adopted
is concurred in by the other body—is as
follows:

On Tuesday and Wednesday we will
first call the bills on the Private Cal-
endar,

Then we will consider House Joint
Resolution 871—John F. Eennedy Cen-
ter Act. This provides an open rule with
2 hours of general debate.

We also will take up S. 1153—Amend-
ments to Federal Airport Act. This has
an open rule with 2 hours of general
debate.

On Wednesday, the state of the Union
message.

On Thursday, HR. 6041—Amend-
ments to the Davis-Bacon Act. This has
an open rule with 2 hours of general
debate.

This, of course, is subject to the usual
reservation that conference reports may
be brought up at any time, and any fur-
ther program may be announced later.

I yield to the gentle-

2 Incomplete or inaccurate,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorb, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. CormaN and to include his voting
record.

Mr. ALGER.

Mr. PHILBIN.

Mr. MATHIAS.

Mrs. KELLY.

Mr. Forp.

Mr. HARRIS.

Mr. WIDNALL,

(The following Member (at the request
of Mr. Bruce) and to include extraneous
matter) :

Mr. JENSEN.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.5338. An act to enact the Uniform
Commercial Code for the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes;

H.R.6754. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1964, and for other purposes;
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H.R.6868. An act making appropriations
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1964, and for other purposes;

H.R.70638. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice, and
Commerce, the Judiclary, and related
agencles for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1964, and for other purposes; and

H.R.7431. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum=-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said
District for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1964, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 9 o'clock and 12 minutes a.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Friday, December 27, 1963, at 12
o’clock noon.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

1467. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Director, Administrative
Office, U.S. Courts, transmitting a copy
of the report of the proceedings of the
Judicial Conference of the United States
held at Washington, D.C., September
17-18, 1963, pursuant to the provisions
of title 28, United States Code, section
331 (H. Doc. No. 184), was taken from the
Speaker's table, referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to
be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R.9568. A bill authorizing the Presi-

dent of the United States to award
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posthumously a Congressional Medal of
Honor to John Fitzgerald EKennedy; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. NORBLAD:

H.R.9564. A bill to provide that members
of the Armed Forces shall be pald compen-
satlon at the rate of $1.50 per day for each
day spent in hiding during World War II to
evade capture by the enemy; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.J.Res. 881. Joint resolution to estab-
lish a commission to be known as the John
F. Eennedy Memorial Commission; to the
Committee on House Administration.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,
560. The SPEAEER presented a petition
of Henry Stoner, Avon Park, Fla., relative to
appropriations in the House of Representa-

tives; which was referred to the Committee
on Rules.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Automation in Industry—Secretary of
Labor W. Willard Wirtz Sets Forth
Facts—The Charleston Gazette Calls
for Public Works Program

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, at
this Christmas season, and as we ap-
proach the new year 1964, it is impor-
tant that we keep before us the fact that
we have problems as well as blessings
and reasons to be grateful. We must be
determined that we shall not brush aside
the conditions of change induced by
technological advancements but, rather,
that we will be resourceful and aggres-
sive in seeking solutions.

As was stated so ably by Secretary of
Labor W. Willard Wirtz recently:

The most dangerous myth in immediate
times is that machines produce as many
Jobs for men as they destroy and therefore
represents no threat to workers.

I agree with Secretary Wirtz that—

This is a half-truth, and, therefore, a half-
lie. The truth is that machines permit the
extension of men's work activities. The im-
plied lie is that this will happen automati-
cally or without the exercise of full human
responsibility.

In the distinguished Labor Secretary’s
speech from which I quote—an address
prepared for a midyear commencement
at the University of Michigan—Mr,
Wirtz declared that—

Any philosophy or policy about automa-
tion must necessarily start from clear rec-
ognition that unrestrained technological ad-
vance is not only inexorable, but essential

to the maintenance and elevation of the
standard of living. Full employment in this

country is completely dependent on our be-
ing more efficlent producers than our com-
petitors in a world where the competition

i1s tougher every day. The alternative to

automation would be economic stagna-
tion, * * *

Machines now have, in general, a high
school education, in the sense that they can
do most jobs that a high school education
qualifies people to do. So machines will get
the unskilled jobs, because they work for
less than living wages. Machines are, in the
most real sense, responsible for putting un-
educated people out of work.

The answers are not to smash the ma-
chines. They are to recognize that the in-
dividual versus the machine is as unfair a
match today as the individual versus the
corporation was in the last century, and the
advancing technology requires the exercise
of collective—public and prlvate—responsi-
bility for its effects and collective measures
to carry out this responsibility.

Mr. President, the Secretary of Labor
has provided us with a cogent state-
ment of why people today are haunted
by the “specter of becoming robots,” and
he is forthright in admonishing us to
“recognize that the individual versus the
machine is an unfair match.”

The human factors behind the prob-
lems of advancing techmnology as ex-
pressed especially by progress in auto-
mation are part and parcel of the un-
employment figures of our Nation. This
is brought to our attention forcefully
and clearly by an editorial, “Only Crash
Programs Can Help Unemployed,” in
the December 21, 1963, issue of the
Charleston, W. Va., Gazette, in which
it points out:

The unemployment figure for November
is in, and it is by no means reassuring—al-
most 6 percent—in round totals 4,292,000
workers or 115,000 more unemployed than
in January of this year.

The Gazette editorial asserts further:
The paradox 1s the unprecedented pros-
perity for approximately 80 percent of the
population, while 20 percent or more than

30 million Americans, according to Federal
statisticlans, are living in poverty.

I agree with the Gazette that—

The quickest, surest, and admittedly the
most expedient way to assist these forgotten
and forsaken is to trigger a huge public
works program.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the CoNGRrEs-
s1IOoNAL REcorp the thought-provoking
editorial to which I have made reference
and from which I have quoted briefly.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ONLY CrASH PrROGRAMS CAN HELP UNEMPLOYED

“The forelgn front,” writes James Reston in
a recent column, “was Kennedy's major prob-
lem but the home front is likely to be John-
son’s, and the need for some effective way to
convert from the cold war to the ‘slum war'
is likely to be more urgent with every passing
month.”

The unemployment figure for November is
in, and it is by no means reassuring. Almost
6 percent (5.9 percent to be exact) of the
Nation’s work force is idle. In round totals
the figure is 4,292,000 workers or 115,000 more
unemployed than in January of this year.

The paradox is the unprecedented pros-
perity for approximately 80 percent of the
population, while 20 percent or more than
30 million Americans, according to Federal
statisticlans, are living in poverty.

How to bring this 20 percent into the
mainstream of Amerlean life, thus guar-
anteeing to this helpless minority a mean-
ingful stake in the economy, is the dilemma
confronting the Johnson administration.

Allocating defense reductions to alleviate
their plight—and surely substantial slashes
in defense expenditures can be achieved
without impairing in the least the national
capacity to wage total war—Iis undoubtedly
part of the answer.

But, as Reston notes, simply transferring
funds from one account to another isn't
the solution it appears to be at first acquaint-
ance. Cutbacks in defense will mean job
losses among the employed, and the long-
term interest isn't accommodated by elevat-
ing unemployed at the expense of those
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‘already employed. Therefore, cutbacks must
be softened by reconversion efforts.

Conversion of defense projects, however,
will take time and the dreadful status of the
Nation's neglected calls for immediate ac-
tion. Their humiliating condition—an aw-
ful blotch upon the character of a nation
which boasts of its constant concern for
all its ecitizens—will hardly wait for recon-
version to have been proved successful, so
that the Government can then take up the
next priority. Their needs are now, and
they shriek for attention.

Obviously, the quickest, surest, and ad-
mittedly the most expedient way to assist
these forgotten and forsaken is to trigger
a huge public works program in the Natlon's
cities, where the greatest needs exist. The
United States is no longer an agrarian na-
tlon. It is urban, and no city of any slze
lacks a significant slum area with despairing,
ghettoized inhabitants and appalling prob-
lems of housing, education, diet, crime, and
disease.

Reconversion can assist the employed, but
only crash programs and revolutionary meas-
ures can help today’s unemployed.

Washington Report

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. BRUCE ALGER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. ALGER. Mr., Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the REc-
orp I would like to include my newslet-
ter to my constituents for December 20,
1963:

ForeicN Am Srupy A TREMENDOUS TASK—
(SuPPLEMENT TO FOREIGN AID NEWSLETTER
OF AUGUST 24, 1963)

The House this week took its most de-
termined stand to date against big foreign
aid spending. In approving the foreign aid
appropriation it cut 1,700 million from the
original budget request. The appropriation
of $2,801,700,000 as finally ed was re-
duced from the $3,609,050,000 which was
authorized just a few days earlier. The slash
was due largely to the masterful report of
the Bubcommittee on Forelgn Ald led by
Congressman Orro Passman, of Louisiana,
This study and report is one of the best pre-
pared I have seen in my 9 years in Congress,
and represents the finest type of constructive
legislative work.

The Foreign Operations Subcommittee in
its consideration of this bill conducted more
than 800 hours of research and hearings.
Testimony by officials of the executive branch
and others resulted in over 11,000 pages of
transcript. The 4 volumes of printed
hearings contain 3,840 pages of testimony
and related data and represent a most
thorough examination of the budget esti-
mates of the forelign ald program. (These
statements give some idea of the effort that
goes into committee work, the part of a Con-

's job which demands most of his
time and attention. It 1s testimony to the
care and thoroughness which is given to
important legislation before it can be pre-
sented to the House for action.)

The hearings brought out many little
known facts concerning foreign ald. Testi-
mony showed that our ald program is being
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continued in countries where one of the
following illegal action has occurred:

1. A dictator has taken over control of the
country.

2. A military junta has overthrown a
friendly government.

3. A president or premier has been
assassinated.

4, A newly elected president has been pre-
vented from taking office.

5. A monarch has been dispossessed by a
rebel force.

6. Twenty-nine aid-recipient countries
have experienced an illegal change of govern-
ment during the perlod 1948-63.

7. Of these 29, Cuba is the only country
which is not now receiving direct US. aid,
although she does' receive assistance from
the United Nations.

Of concern to many is the attitude of some
officials of our Government on foreign aid.
This attitude is exemplified by the statement
of William Kling, Special Assistant for Eco-
nomic Affairs, African Affairs, Department of
State: “I do not think that our aid program
has to be necessarily directed toward rather
unrealistic policies of only helping our
friends.”

How on earth can Mr. Kling or the State
Department justify using the hard-earned
money of American taxpayers to help our
enemies? Yet, this is exactly what we are
doing in too many instances.

1. Of the 112 countries in the world, the
administration contemplates granting of as-
sistance during fiscal year 1964 to a mini-
mum of 100 countries, territories, or pos-
sessions.

2. The proposed military assistance pro-
gram alone envisages grant aid to 656 coun-
tries and credit assistance to 3 additional
countries.

3. Aid is given to countries which first tried
Communist-bloe assistance and after becom-
ing disenchanted turn to the United States
for help.

4. Aid is given to countries where the at-
titude of the official and semiofficial press and
radio is anti-American.

5. Ald 1s given to countries indulging in
unwise fiscal policies, deficit spending, and
lack of self-help.

6. We continue our aid to five countries
in Latin America which still maintain trade
and diplomatic relations with Cuba.

7. Forelgn aid funds in the pipeline (al-
ready appropriated and unexpended) amount
to $7.6 billion projected into fiscal 1964.

THE ISSUE; AID TO COMMUNISM

The issue which tied up the adjournment
of Congress in bitter debate was the House
passed amendment (218 to 169) to prohibit
the U.B. Government from underwriting
credit to Communist countries buying Ameri-
can goods, including the sale of wheat to
Boviet Russia. After three attempts and by
the Democratic leadership exerting every pos-
sible pressure on its members, the House ap-
proved the final report by 30 votes (189 to
159). With no regard to the political mora-
torlum the Democratic leadership and the
President charged the Republicans with “de-
laying tactics and sitdown strikes against
the bill.” The fact is, the conference report
had been voted down twice and many Mem-
bers had left Washington to be at home with
their families on Christmas. In an all-night
session Friday, a long Saturday session, and a
sesslon on Monday, it was the Democrats who
could not muster the votes, most of the Re-
publicans had remained on the job or re-
turned to Washington at the first call.

Now, what was the basls of our opposition
to the bil?

1. We do not believe we should be doing
business with Russia on any basis. Cer-
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tainly we should not finance their ability to
do business with us.

2. This bill, as all legislation, should have
been decided on its merits. It was not, as
charged by the majority leader, “a slap at
President Johnson" to vote against the bill.

3. The bill makes it possible for the United
States to extend credit to Russia with no
collateral except the word of the Government
of the Soviet Union and it has never honored
its word or its agreements.

I could list many other reasons and will
have more to say on our dealings with the
Communists in the coming year. This will
be the last newsletter until Congress recon-
venes January 7. To all our friends, “Season'’s
greetings.”

Navy Yards and Naval Strength Vital
EXTENSION OF REMARKS ;

OF

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent authoritative British publication,
Jane's Fighting Ships, touching upon
comparative naval strength in the world,
declared that “the United States still
has the greatest navy the world has ever
seen,” but “the Soviet Navy has a new
look which must have a profound effect
on naval thinking and planning on both
sides of the Atlantic.”

I think it can be said that this ob-
servation by a great naval authority like
Jane should be carefully heeded and
taken to heart by those in the Congress
and administration having to do with
the defense of this Nation, particularly
our naval strength.

According to Jane’s the world has more
navies than ever before, 96 in number.
While some of these are considered to be
no mere infants-in-arms, but quite con-
siderable fleets, notably those of Ger-
many, Italy, Japan, and Indonesia, it
seems that we should lose no time in
carefully reappraising our own position
in terms of naval strength.

It is the opinion of Jane’s that the
United States, as the senior partner of
the victorious Allies, is in danger of be-
coming topheavy with the weight of its
outdated, war-built hulls, although, of
course, the United States has built in
recent years the biggest and most sophis-
ticated warships in every major cate-
gory, while the navies of the so-called
defeated nations are rising on a pin-
nacle of new steel, unfettered by the
deadwood of a generation gone.

In brief, our Navy, while strong, has
more older ships than the newer navies,
and this is especially true of the Russian
Navy which is being built up at a very
rapid rate.

Jane’s made reference to the oft-
reiterated and reiterated and proven
maxim exemplified by Nelson, Churchill,
and Mahan: “Who rules the sea rules the
world.”

While this maxim is now subject to
some revision, it is pointed out that if
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the United States can turn out nuclear-
powered submarines at the rate of 10 to
12 per year, so also can the Soviet Union.

It is said that the Soviet naval watch-
word seems to be intelligence, infiltration,
and interception. To these ends, the So-
viet Union has built and is building a
strong and modern navy second only to
that of the United States. It has rapidly
built and is increasing alarmingly an
enormous merchant fleet while our own
American merchant marine has been
permitted to fall back in comparative
strength with other great powers. The
Soviet Union has also accumulated the
world’s largest, most modern, and unusu-
ally versatile fishing fleet of trawlers
which, as we know, are being widely used
for gathering information, sometimes
close to our shores and in this Western
Hemisphere.

In addition, it has created a large fleet
of survey ships in a massive and world-
wide oceanographic research effort, ac-
cording to such a distinguished authority
as Jane's.

The Soviet has made sufficient progress
with the building of a new spearhead in
the shape of new warships, including
guided missile ships and nuclear sub-
marines, that she has been able to dis-
card her long streaming tail of older
warships, although this Nation has not
had such notable success along these
lines.

It is also Jane's informed view that the
Soviet Navy has the most powerful sub-
marine fleet the world has ever known.
Even excluding training and obsolescent
units, there are believed to be over 400
effective submarines, including 25 nu-
clear powered, and over 40 armed with
guided missiles.

According to the commander in chief
of the Soviet Navy, submarines constitute
the Soviet Union’s main striking force at
sea and this is something that has been
known to our own, as well as other, naval
experts in the world.

The information furnished by Jane's,
much of which has been and is available
to our own experts, and the pertinent ob-
servations made as a corollary to this in-
formation, should certainly be sobering
upon our own thinking and acting in the
planning and construction of naval craft
for our own Navy and national defense.

Short of cutting down key critical con~
struction of new naval craft in modern
categories, this Nation should be now
building at a greater rate than it is in
these categories to match the Soviet and
other navies of the world, so that we will
not be left behind as long as it is neces-
sary in this troubled world to provide for
our security and that of our associates of
the free world.

We can hope and work for peace, to be
sure, and we must devote ourselves ener-
getically to that end in the name of
humanity, freedom and justice. But we
must never negate our naval strength or
allow it to fall below that of our com-
petitors in overall naval potential.

Above all, we cannot allow important
arms and agencies of that strength, like
the Boston Naval Shipyard, and other
repair and modernizing installations to
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deteriorate, run down, to be curtailed or,
as some propose, entirely eliminated.

Till the time comes that an effective,
permanent, lasting peace is established—
let us hope and pray that will be soon—
our course is obvious and imperative. It
must be to keep our Navy and all other
vital defense arms in a state of adequacy,
readiness and modernity to meet every
test, every challenge.

Instead of laying plans to dismantle
the Boston Naval Shipyard and similar
installations in the country, it would
seem far more appropriate for us, indeed
vital and compelling for us, to build up,
streamline and modernize these estab-
lishments so that they can serve us and
our great Navy with more efficiency, skill
and readiness to meet every need in a
sensible, economical manner.

We must under no circumstances allow
our understandable zest and quest for
sensible economy to jeopardize our de-
fense forces and leave the Nation more
susceptible to military attack.

I think that we must meet those chal-
lenges of the Soviet Union and other
nations in naval strength and we must do
it without further delay or equivocation.

I am forwarding a copy of these re-
marks to our great President, the dis-
tinguished Secretary of Defense, the dis-
tinguished Secretary of the Navy, and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and I hope that
the subject matter will be carefully pon-
dered, examined, appraised, and acted
upon before our great American Navy
becomes less than the greatest and most
effective in the world and unable ade-
quately to perform its proper role in
defending the country.

Navy yards, naval strength, and a
powerful, balanced striking force are
vital to the safety and security of this
Nation, and I most respectfully urge
upon the President, the Secretary of
Defense, the Secretary of the Navy, and
the Joint Chiefs their most energetic
efforts, not only to hold the line for the
Navy, but to build and develop this great
defense arm and keep it as the greatest
and the best Navy in the world.

I Refuse To Hand the Communists a
Spade

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. BEN F. JENSEN

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, as & mem-
ber of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee on whose shoulders rest to a very
great degree along with the other 49
members of that committee, the credit
of these United States which has been
greatly weakened over the past three
decades. Now we are being asked in this
bill to further weaken our credit by guar-
anteeing the payment of about half a
billion dollars worth of wheat and other
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commodities, the Communists wish to
obtain from us simply on their promise
to pay, which is no good. They owe us
billions of dollars this minute which they
refuse to pay while we are spending $50
billion annually of our taxpayers’' dollars
mainly to keep the commies from bury-
ing us, as Khrushchev promised he will
do; and as bread is yet one of the most
important military commodities, I will
not hand the ungodly Communists a
spade with which to bury us.

Report to the People of the 22d District
of California

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES C. CORMAN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, the 1st
session of the 88th Congress has been
a long and fruitful one. We can be
proud of our accomplishments. I will
presently set forth my voting record and
comments on the legislation we have
acted upon, but first I want to make
some remarks concerning the session we
have just completed.

Congress has been criticized for the
length of the past session, but these
critics fail to recognize that the long
session was due to the extraordinary
number of complex and controversial
matters which confronted us. Foremost
among these were the civil rights, tax,
and education bills. Had we chosen to
turn our backs on these problems or been
content with only token legislation in
these fields, we could have adjourned
earlier and given ourselves more time to
spend in our districts. But a Congress-
man does not fulfill his obligation to his
constituents or to the Nation by such
actlon. It is the duty of a Congressman
to seek genuinely constructive solutions
to these and the other pressing problems
we face. This cannot be done quickly.
It demands time, energy, and thought.

This year our efforts have been crowned
with success. During the session, the
Members reached general agreement on
the need for a broad civil rights bill and
on the basic structure of the tax bill and
passed three major education bills. This
is an excellent record. It shows the vi-
tality of our legislative process. Of
course, it is not perfeet. Improvements
can and should be made, but our achieve-
ments demonstrate that our system of
representative democracy continues to
work well and is the best yet devised by
man,

JOHN FITZGERALD EKENNEDY

The long, arduous task of Congress
this year was made even more difficult
by one of the most brutal, tragic events
in our Nation’s history—the assassina-
tion of President EKennedy. The loss
has been a painful one for us all, and the
burden of guilt we share because this
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senseless act was permitted to oceur in
a law-abiding society is a heavy one.
President Kennedy was truly a man of
courage and vision, with a deep sense of
the past and a deeper commitment to
the future. He brought new energy and
purpose to our Government, and his
death has left a void in American life.

Nevertheless, I am confident that Pres-
ident Johnson will carry on President
Kennedy’s work and noble dedication to
a better America and a better world.
President Johnson shares the same ideals
and goals to which President Kennedy
so eloguently committed his administra-
tion, and I am sure there will be no
change in President Johnson's legisla-
tive program. The succession of Lyndon
B. Johnson to the Presidency demon-
strates the strength and continuity of
our form of government. President
Kennedy is gone, but our democratic
nation and our debt of gratitude to this
great American live on.

NATIONAL DEFENSE

In the past session, Congress appro-
priated almost $50 billion for the con-
tinuing buildup of our nuclear and con-
ventional Armed Forces. I supported
every request made by Defense Secre-
tary McNamara, including a long-over-
due pay increase for military personnel,
to assure that our defenses and the
morale of our troops will be the strongest
in the world.

At present and for the foreseeable fu-
ture, our military might will be superior
to that of any nation. We possess 500
long-range ballistic missiles and have
an equal number of intercontinental
bombers on the alert at all times. Our
Polaris weapons system is “at the ready.”
Such deterrent power could destroy any
aggressor. In 1963, our special forces
units in Vietnam showed how well they
can carry out conventional and counter-
insurgency action. Every American can
feel secure in the knowledge that our
Armed Forces are prepared to meet any
challenge.

Secretary McNamara recently indi-
cated that in view of our great strength
the defense budget can be expected to
level off and perhaps decline a little in
the years ahead. I hope the world situa-
tion continues to improve, as it did this
year with the signing of the test ban
freaty, and meaningful economies can
be made in the huge defense budget in
the future.

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

I am deeply distressed by the drastic
cuts made in foreign aid. This program
is the cornerstone of our foreign policy
in those areas of the world where the out-
come of the struggle between freedom
and tyranny is still in doubt. In the
past, this program has been markedly
successful. It is largely responsible for
the strong economy and independence of
Western Europe, Japan, and the Philip-
pines. The reductions made in 1963
were wholly unjustified and impaired our
own security and our position as the
leader of the free world.

As a result of the cuts, we cannot make
development loans to the new Asian and
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African nations. We will also be forced
to curtail supporting assistance to Laos,
Vietnam, and the Congo. These are cru-
cial times in the history of many such
areas. We cannot abandon them and
expect them to survive in freedom. We
have a vital interest in that survival, for
ultimately our own security depends on
it.

Most disturbing to me was the reduc-
tion in funds for the Alliance for Prog-
ress. This action virtually repudiated
the pledges of Presidents Eisenhower and
Kennedy to assist the nations of Latin
America in a peaceful revolution of mod-
ernization. I cannot understand how
some Members of Congress can be con-
tent to provide less aid for all of Latin
America than the Soviet Union gives to
Cuba alone. This is no way to fight com-
munism |

I concur in the judgment of every
President since World War II that a sub-
stantial foreign aid program is essential
to our foreign policy. The expenditures
for this program constitute only a small
fraction of our own budget for defense,
and the contribution to the protection of
our interests and the interests of freedom
around the world far exceeds the cost.

A pleasant contrast to the treatment
given foreign aid was approval of a 50-
percent increase in the size of the Peace
Corps. Wherever the Corps has been in-
vited, it has been a notable success.
This program should certainly be ex-
panded to give more Americans an op-
portunity to serve their country.

NATIONAL ECONOMY

The most important legislation affect-
ing the national economy was Presi-
dent Kennedy’s proposal to stimulate
economic growth by tax reduction and
reform. I will have more to say on this
later.

Another important bill will broaden
and strengthen the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act. It is the aim of
this program to supply the skilled labor
increasingly needed by our economy. It
is anticipated that by 1965, 400,000 work-
ers will have been retrained under this
program and placed in productive em-
ployment. The legislation enacted this
year will extend the training period for
certain classes of workers, establish ad-
ditional courses of instruction and open
up new opportunities to youth.

There is a constant need for a wide
variety of public works. If California is
to continue to prosper, there must be an
adequate and controlled supply of water.
This year we passed two bills providing
funds for more than 30 projects in Cali-
fornia, including $15 million for flood
control to protect life and property in Los
Angeles County. These projects will
help us meet the demands that will be
made in the years ahead by California’s
burgeoning population and expanding
industry.

Also essential for economic progress is
a first-class highway system. Congress
recognizes this and enacted amendments
to the Highway Act which will insure
that our national road networks will be
the best and most modern in the world.
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EPACE FROGRAM

During the past few years, we have
proudly watched the expansion of our
frontiers to outer space. We have seen
American initiative and research and de-
velopment push us into a leading position
in space technology. Now that we have
moved to the forefront in this field, we
cannot abandon the role of leadership
but must continue to move forward,
pursuing our national interest by ex-
ploring the unknown.

In light of the importance of the space
program, I feel particularly privileged
to represent the State of California and
the 22d District, where so much of our
Nation's space work is being ecarried out.
For the past 3 fiscal years, California has
received mnearly half of all the major
contracts awarded by the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, and 6
of the 10 largest NASA contractors are
California aerospace firms. On June 30,
1963, the 22d District was the place of
performance of $377.5 million worth of
research and development contracts—15
percent of the total for the entire State.
Firms in the 22d District received more
than 25 research and development con-
tracts during the year.

EDUCATION

The 1st session of the 88th Congress
can look with pride upon the legislative
landmarks it has established in the field
of education, passing some of the most
significant education measures in our
history. Passage of three major phases
of the administration’s education pro-
gram led President Johnson to predict
that this session will ““go down in history
as the Education Congress of 1963.”
This legislation will give us new weapons
in our never-ending battle against illiter-
acy and poverty.

Congress approved a bill to provide
teaching facilities and loans to prospec-
tive physicians, dentists, and those in
related medical professions. This will
boost the number of medical school grad-
uates and relieve the growing shortage of
health personnel.

The “brick and mortar” bill—the first
major new Federal program of assist-
ance to education since 1958—sets up a
$1.2 billion plan fto help finance the
building of classrooms, libraries, labora-
tories, and other academic facilities in
colleges and universities across the Na-
tion. This 3-year program will help us
accommodate the hundreds of thousands
of students who will nearly double col-
lege enrollment in this decade and will
enable us to offer them the physical
facilities necessary for the pursuit of
knowledge.

The $1.5 billion vocational education
bill expands and modernizes our exist-
ing vocational educational training pro-
gram, designed to develop our most im-
portant resource—manpower—by teach-
ing basic skills, curbing school dropouts,
and working with illiterate adults. The
bill substantially increases the amount
of Government loans to college students
under the National Defense Education
Act. Unfortunately, no improvement
was made in the impacted areas aid.
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Large school districts, such as Los An-

geles, are discriminated against, and I

will continue my opposition to this pro-

gram until its deficiencies are corrected.
HEALTH AND WELFARE

Congress made significant gains in the
area of health and welfare during the
first session, approving several bills
which will be of direct benefit not only
to those afflicted by poverty and disease
but to all our citizens.

Congress authorized $50 million for the
next 5 years to increase aid to States for
maternal and child-health services and
for crippled children’s programs. An-
other pill authorizes $238 million during
the next 3 years to aid States in provid-
ing mental retardation facilities and con-
structing community health centers.
Congress authorized a $50 million in-
crease in the Government program of
direct loans to mnonprofit corporations
and cooperatives for construction of
housing for the elderly, as well as allow-
ing the Federal Housing Authority an-
other 2 years in which to insure mort-
gages for low- and moderate-income
groups.

Los Angeles area residents can be en-
couraged in their long, reientless fight
against smog by the passage of the clean
air bill. The research and pollution con-
trol programs to be jointly undertaken
by the Local, State, and Federal Govern-
ments give promise of eventually eradi-
cating this menace to our health and
well-being,

AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Despite the passage of several agricul-
tural bills this year, we are still faced
with the basic problem of excess farm
production. The farm bloc in Congress
demands reduced spending in other sec-
tors of the economy, but it continues to
clamor for higher price supports for its
own products while refusing to cut down
production and eliminate surplus goods.

For the most part, farm legislation
this year solved only a few superficial
problems. I reluctantly supported the
cotton bill because it will eliminate the
two-price system which puts our Amer-
ican mill operators at a competitive dis-
advantage with foreign manufacturers.
I strongly opposed the extension of our
Mexican farm labor program because I
see no reason for American farmers to
continue their exploitation of foreign
labor. Furthermore, there is an ade-
quate supply of domestic workers avail-
able at reasonable wages. The passage
of the feed grain bill did offer an en-
couraging note in this dreary area, for
the bill provides price supports only for
producers who make voluntary acreage
reductions.

However, farm subsidies continue as
the most indefensible of all Federal
spending. They deserve the attention of
Congress in the next session.

BILLS I HAVE SPONSORED

It was my privilege this year to intro-
duce a companion medicare bill to pro-
vide hospitalization insurance to the
aged under social security. The heavy
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costs of hospital and related health care
have long posed a grave threat to the
security of our senior citizens who have
contributed so much to make this Nation
great. Most of these elderly people are
unable to qualify for or afford private
insurance to adequately protect them
against the high cost of hospitalization.
Consequently, many of them are forced
to seek private or public aid and become
public welfare burdens. Hearings on
this bill have been completed, and I hope
that this measure will become law.

I am pleased to report that work on
the Federal building in the Valley Ad-
ministrative Center in Van Nuys will be-
gin shortly. After many months of ef-
fort, my colleague, the gentleman from
California, EVERETT BURKHALTER, and I
were able to secure the final approval
and financing for this much-needed
facility.

I have also introduced a bill to allow
voting registrars, upon proper applica-
tion, to dispense with the requirement of
a Federal law that they retain ballots
for 22 months following an election. The
purpose of the present law is to preserve
records which would be necessary in a
suit to enforce voting rights. Such a
suit would never be needed in Los
Angeles where our officials are among the
best and fairest in the Nation. Enact-
ment of my bill as part of the omnibus
civil rights bill will greatly reduce the
large storage costs which the county
must bear.

While I am concerned with the welfare
of this Nation as a whole and the welfare
of my State and distriet in particular, I
have not ignored the needs of individual
constituents. For this reason, where
circumstances warranted, I introduced
private bills for the relief of deserving
individuals.

THE SECOND SESSION—CIVIL RIGHTS

While I am highly pleased with the
accomplishments of the first session of
Congress, there are several important
itemms which remain to be acted upon
during the coming year.

Highest priority must be given to the
civil rights bill. The late President Ken-
nedy gave his wholehearted support to
this long-needed bill, and President
Johnson is strongly urging its early pass-

. During the past year, civil rights
has become the Nation’s No. 1 problem,
The protests and demonstrations by our
Negro citizens have made it unmistak-
ably clear that they will no longer ac-
cept second-class citizenship.

As a member of the Judiciary Commit-
tee, I helped draft the civil rights bill
which outlaws racial discrimination in
voting rights, public accommodations,
employment opportunities and federally
assisted programs. It also permits the
Attorney General of the United States to
bring suit to prevent certain violations
of the Constitution, particularly in the
area of school segregation,

Discrimination and prejudice, whether
they be subtle or blatant, are injurious
to our national welfare. They contradict
principles upon which this Nation was
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founded and impair our economic, social
and cultural life. The sooner we remove
this cancer, the sooner all of us will
be able to realize our fullest potential
as free Americans.

The leadership given the Judiciary
Committee by Chairman EMANUEL CELLER
and ranking Republican Wrirriam Mc-
CurLocH, working with the late Presi-
dent, produced an excellent bill, one
worthy of support by Republicans and
Democrats. This House and this Nation
are truly served by these two great Amer-
icans. It is hoped that the Rules Com-
mittee will realize that it is in the na-
tional interest to expedite this bill. It
is imperative that Congress act swiftly
on this urgent matter, gaining the bi-
partisan support necessary to secure a
strong bill and make the American ideals
of liberty and justice for all a reality.

TAX BILL

The second most important issue fac-
ing Congress in 1964 is the tax reduction
and reform bill now awaiting action by
the Senate. Last January, President
EKennedy proposed a broad program to
reduce Federal income tax for individ-
uals and businesses and to make our tax
law more equitable.

Virtually every taxpayer in the country
would pay lower taxes under this pro-
gram, and everyone would benefit from
the increased economic activity brought
about by the release of tax savings to the
private economy. Most of the individ-
ual tax reduction savings would be spent
and respent, circulating throughout the
economy and bringing it new life. This
would generate new jobs and greater out-
put, taking up much of the slack in our
economy. Together with business tax
savings, it would stimulate the kind of
investment that results in faster eco-
nomic growth and full employment and
would bring the average American a
greater level of prosperity and job secu-
rity.

Initially, the tax cut would increase
our Federal deficit by only a small degree.
Our current deficit is the direct result of
the inadequate growth of our economy.
However, as our economic activity picks
up, unhampered by the straitjacket of
high taxes, the national deficit will be re-
duced, making it possible to balance the
budget within the next few years. Our
economy is fully capable of reducing un-
employment to a reasonable level and
producing enough tax revenues to meet
our essential expenditures.

Regrettably, there seems little pos-
sibility that the tax bill will contain the
reforms originally expected. Some tax-
payers will retain their position of un-
fair privilege, shifting their responsibili-
ties to others.

OTHER LEGISLATION

The assassination of President Kenne-
dy has focused our attention on the in-
adequacies of Federal laws governing the
sale of firearms. The Constitution guar-
antees Americans the right to bear arms,
but some reasonable regulation over the
traffic and shipment of weapons is
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needed if we are to keep firearms out
of the hands of criminals and lunatics.
Several provisions of the ' National
Housing Act, which have made low-cost
financing available to so many home-
owners, will come up for renewal during
the second session of Congress. The
FHA and urban redevelopment programs
should be continued. I have introduced
a bill to amend the act to permit loans
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for construction of sidewalks, gutters
and other public improvements to be
insured under that law. These improve-
ments are especially needed in my dis-
trict, and I am hopeful my amendment
will be included in the omnibus bill.
Other matters which should receive
favorable consideration include revisions
in our immigration laws, legal counsel
for indigent defendants in criminal cases

December 24

in the Federal courts and royalties for
composers for the jukebox performance
of their work.
VOTING RECORD

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would
like to place in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD & table which lists major legislative
decisions made in the 1st session of the

88th Congress and my position on each
of them:

My vote

Issue

Health professions ed

tion bill.

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Outeome
NATIONAL DEFENSE AND SPACE
Extension of the mili d.tnf‘t ....... Enacted
Appropriate $4 6%30 Enact
Appropriate $1, {00, 600 Iur miiil:nry u:m.!tmc n 1 Enacted,
Appropriate $5,100,000, 1000 for N ASA research and ﬂavu!.op-ant ) 3 Enacted
Appropriaw sz,am 000, ,000 for Atomic Energy Commission..._._. £ Enacted
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS
Appropriate $£3,000,000,000 for foreign aid. Enacted.
Ap&r:srlate $7,500,000 Ioracl)&erations of Arms Control and Disar t Agency... --| Enacted.
Ex Export-Import B for § years and increase its ] g | DR -| Enacted.
I size of the Peace Corps. = e e TR nacted.
Limited test ban treaty 3..........c.i. et 3 Ratified.
NATIONAL ECONOMY

Tax redoction and reform bill. ... _.._._. Passed House,
E:tend and strengthen Manpower Development and Training Act. 2 Enacted.
C tion of the Interstate and Defs Highway Sy = o Enacted.
Extend corporate and certain excise taxes. . . i Enacted.

d unemployment compensation tax rate_ . =4 AL Enacted

GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION

Permanently increase House Rules C ittee to 15 e BT EE L WO Lt S DG LA L A pproved
Extend Civil Rights Commission. . Enacted,
Provide for orderly transition between election and maugwatlon of a new President S coni
Extend President’s authority to submit reorgunlmtim plans to Cong --| Passed House
Establish Eleanor Roosevelt Mem, Enacted
Extend period for raising oontributlons for construction of the National Cultural Center. . Enacted
Sus n of “equal time” rule of FCC for presidential and vice presidential election of 1964 _ In conft

| Voeational education bill..

Eltend FHA

Higher education facilities bill_ _
Establish safety standards for seat belts for autos.
Estahlish air-pollution-control program
aid to States for maternal and ehild health serviees an
Pruvide for construetion of eommunity mental health centers.
funds for construction of housing for the elderly

Tax relief for child care expense for deserted wives e
Equal pay for person performing the same work regardless of sex._

ogram for mortgage insuranece for low- and moderate-i

BERVICEMEN AND VETERANS

Increase pay and subsistence allowances for military personnel________ donnfhd) Enscted,
Increase payments to widows, parents, and children of veterans who dled “of service ted disabilities ---| Enacted.
Permit conversion or exchange of nstinnal life insurance policies to new sﬂ ............. n fi

-| Permit VA to waive recovery on default on home loans in certain hardship cases 263 Enacted.
Assist States in providing nursing home facllities for Veterans. - oo e Passed House,

-| Provide educational assistance to chlldren of disabled v = In confe

-| Raise enrollment of Military and Air Force gEt e PSR R L Passed House,

AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Feed grain bill. . oo oooiiiiis Enacted.

-| Cotton bill Passed House.
Continue importallon of Mexican farmworkers t
Extend exemption of peanuts for boiling from marketing quot hm A SRa PR SR o e S et
Develop outdoor recreational plans.... ... b il = et oA e s r e e Enact
P WO IS o o e e Mt R i B o o e S e Wi e B L S M et In conference.
Abolish Beach Erosion Control Board; transfer its functions to Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors; establish | Enacted.

Coastal Engineering Research Center.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Federal contribution to District government, Enacted.
Amendments to the Criminal Code_ Passed House.
Inerease number of police dogs_ .- Passed House.
Permit teachers to use corporal punfshme Passed House,
Strengthen enforcement procedures ag Passed House,
Bill No Bilis I have sponsored Btatus
To provide hospital and related services under soclal securit; the elderly. s H completed.
T(iang:rovide !ns‘:;mnue under the National Housing Act for ﬂ)ﬂlw homeowners for the construction of public | Pending in committee.
provemen

Authorize reduction of the period under which certain voting records are required to be retained. ..o oeooercanans Pending in committee.
%:ﬁem the “cooly trade” laws. Pend in committee.

ke & medal commemora

_| To establish a U.8, World Film
For the relief of Mrs. Zara Bchreiber.

moratin

Mhamnvmywthebkthofradmlummama
Commission

En .
m.m committee,

ure of an additional $363

000 for 2 more RB-70

?ﬁ!m mlthajl.ulgr:mento:l'Ehaerm:tary DekusoMoNamanthnttho :% wmmoﬁ;bytbamu Imﬁdemym
of these planes do not justify such large expenditures both our Benators, Thnyeaehmppo'mdlﬁa treaty.

funds for the
kncrwnw
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Voting Record
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, JR.

4 OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorp, I submit my vot-
ing record for the 88th Congress, 1st
session, as compiled by the Legislative
Reference Service of the Library of
Congress:

Voring RECORD OF THE HONORABLE CHARLES
McC. MAaTHIAS, Jr., 88TH CONGRESS, 1sT
BESsION

(Citatlons are to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD)

JANUARY 9, 1963

Election of Speaker, page 10 (256-175);
vote HALLECE.

House Resolution 5. Provides that the
rules of the House of Representatives for
the 88th Congress shall be the same as those
of the 87th Congress with the exception of
the Committee on Rules, whose membership
shall be increased from 18 to 15 members
permanently. On ordering the previous ques-
tion, page 21 (249-183); vote nay; on agree-
ing to resolution, page 21 (235-196); vote yea.

FEBRUARY 27, 1963

House Joint Resolution 284. Supplemental
appropriations for the Department of Agri-
culture for 1963.

On passage, page 3050 (254-154;) vote,
general pair,

House Resolution 249. Provides $360,000
for the expenses of the Committee on Un-
American Activities. On agreeing to res-
olution, page 3077 (386-20); vote yea.

MARCH 11, 1963

H.R. 2438. Extends the induction provi-
slon of the Universal Military Training and
Service Act. On passage, page 3937 (388-3);
vote yea.

MARCH 12, 1963

H.R. 4374. Proclaims Sir Winston Churchill
as honorary citizen of the United States of
America. On passage, page 4001 (378-21);

vote yea.
MARCH 13, 1963

H.R.2440. Authorizes appropriations dur-
ing fiscal year 1964 for procurement, research,
development, test, and evaluation of aircraft,
missiles, and naval vessels for the Armed
Forces. On committee amendment increas-
ing the funds provided for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation of alrcraft for the
Army by $363,700,000 and earmarking the
amount for development of the RS-70 weap-
ons system, page 4080 (226-179); vote yea.
On motion to recommit with instructions
designed to reduce by 5 percent the procure-
ment funds and by 1214 percent the research
and development funds, page 4001 (140-
258); vote yea. On passage, page 4001 (374
33); vote yea.

APRIL 4, 1963

H.R. 5366. Treasury-Post Office appropria-
tions, 1964. On passage, page 5803 (386-
17); vote yea.

APRIL 10, 1963

H.R. 5517. Supplemental appropriations,
1963. On Boland amendment to restore $450
million for public works acceleration pro-
gram, page 6161 (228-184); vote yea.

page 6179 (262-122); vote yea.

S St R il e e cl e iR

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

APRIL 24, 1963
HR. 12. Health Professions Educational
Asslstance Act of 1968. On motion to recom-
mit, designed to delete the student-loan pro-
visions, page 6809 (171-239); vote may. On
passage, page 6899 (288-122); vote yea.
APRIL 285, 1963
HR.4997. Feed Grain Act of 1863. On
motion to recommit, page 7142 (196-205);
vote yea. On passage, page T143 (208-195);
vote nay.
APRIL 29, 1063
HR. 1762. Promotes the coordination and
development of effective programs relating to
outdoor recreation. On Grifin amendment
to require the Secretary of the Interior to file
annual reports itemizing the source, value,
purpose, and use of each donatlon accepted
or used in connection with this program, page
7246 (292-50) vote general pair.
MAY 6, 1963

H.R.40. To assist the States to provide ad-
ditional facilities for research at the State
agricultural experiment stations. On sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, page
7820 (276-30); vote yea.

MAY 7, 1963

House Joint Resolution 245. Provides that
Members of Congress shall be limited to per
diem allowances and necessary transporta-
tlon costs in connection with travel outside
the United States. On passage, page 7883
(386-2) ; vote yea.

MAY 8, 1963

H.R.5517. Supplemental Appropriations,
19638. On recommitting the conference re-
port with instructions to insist on disagree-
ment to Senate amendment No. 47, providing
funds for World Food Congress and a con-
tribution of 65,000 to the International
Peace Corps Secretariat, page 8043 (207-190);
vote yea.

MAY 9, 1963

H.R.950. Amends the Internal Security
Act of 1950, to provide for maximum person-
nel security in the National Security Agency.
On passage, page 8156 (340-40); vote present
(palred against).

MAY 13, 1963

HR. 4274. Amends District of Columbia
Code to permit principals and teachers in
District of Columbia schools to use reason-
able force in maintaining order in schools.
g:k passage, page 8338 (278-53); vote general

MAY 14, 1963

H.R.5517. Supplemental Appropriations,
1063. On agreeing to conference report, page
8504 (242-129); vote yea. On ordering the
previous question on motion to concur in
Benate amendment 76 with an amendment,
page 8509 (168-207); vote nay.

House Resolution 340, Authorizes travel
outside U.S. continental limits by members
of the House Committee on Education and
Labor. On agreeing to resolution, page 8520
(163-217) ; vote yea.

MAY 15, 1963

H.R. 6009. To provide, for the periods end-
ing June 30, 1963, and August 31, 1963, tem-
porary increases in the public debt limit.
On motion to recommit, designed to continue
temporarily the present $305 billion public
debt 1limit, page 8596 (195-222); vole yea.
On passage, page B506 (213-204); vote nay.

MAY 23, 1963

H.R. 6080. Prohibits disecrimination on ac-
count of sex in the payment of wages by em-
ployers engaged in commerce or in the pro-
duction of goods for commerce. On agree-
ing to House Resolution 362, the rule under
which the legislation was considered, page
9104 (362-9); vote yea.
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MAY 29, 1963
House Resolution 368. Authorizes the
Speaker to appoint delegates and alternates
to attend the International Labor Organi-
zation Conference at Geneva. On agreeing
to resolution, page 9802 (278-52); vote yea.
HR. 5497. Amend- title V of the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended, to extend the
Mexican farm labor program for 2 years.. On
passage, page 8833 (168-174); vote nay.
JUNE 4, 1963
H.R. 8406. Reorganization Act Extension.
On Brown (Ohlo) amendment to prohibit
creating any new executlve department, or
abolishing or transferring an executive de-
partment or all the functions thereof, or con-
solidating any two or more executive de-
partments or all the functions thereof, page
10077 (226-175) ; vote yea. On motion to ad-
Journ, page 10155 (53-276); vote nay.
JUNE 8, 1963
H.R. 6754. Agriculture Department and re-
lated appropriations, 1964, On pas-
sage, page 10413 (288-79); vote yea.
JUNE 11, 1963

H.R. 6868. Legislative appropriations, 1964
On passage, page 10649 (271-122); vote yea.
JUNE 12, 1963

H.R. 4906. Amends certain provisions of
the Area Redevelopment Act. On passage,
page 10723 (204-209); vote nay.

JUNE 13, 1963

HR. 6755, Tax Rate Extension Act of 1963,

On passage, page 10870 (283-91); vote yea.
JUNE 18, 1963

HR.7063. Departments of State, Justice,
and Commerce, the Judiclary, and related
agencies appropriations, 1964. On passage,
page 11038 (301-93); vote yea.

JUNE 19, 1963

House Joint Resolution 247. Equal-Time
Rule Suspension Act. On passage, page
111956 (263-126); vote yea.

JUNE 24, 1963

H.R. 6177. Relates to the annual payment
to the District of Columbia by the United
States. On motion to recommit, designed to
increase the Federal contribution from $45
million to $53 million, page 11404 (99-237);
vote yea.

JUNE 26, 1963

H.R. 7T179. Defense Department Appropria-
tions, 1864. On passage, page 11772 (410-
1); vote yea.

JULY 9, 1963

H.R. 3179, Provides that judges of the U.S.
Court of Military Appeals shall hold office
during good behavior, and for other purposes.
On passage, page 12308 (813-83); vote yea.

JULY 16, 1963

HR. 4807. subsection (d) of sec-
tion 2388 of title 18 of the United States Code,
to extend geographical application of laws
relating to seditious activities affecting the
Armed Forces. On motion to recommit, page
12707 (40-339); vote yea.

JULY 17, 1963

H.R. 5279. Department of Interior and re-
lated agencies appropriations, 1064. Con-
ference report—On motlon to recommit
providing for insistence of House disagree-
ment to Senate amendment No. 52 provid-
ing for planning for construction of a Na-
tional Alr Museum, page 12769 (144-245);
vote yea. On agreeing to conference report,
page 12770 (333-50); vote yea.

JULY 18, 1963

H.R.5171. Authorizes the Administrator
of the General Services Administration to
coordinate and otherwise provide for the
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economic and efficient purchase, lease, main-
tenance, operation, and utilization of auto-
matic data processing equipment by Federal
agencles and departments. On motion to re-
commit, page 12968 (96-258), vote not vot-
ing.

E JULY 24, 1836

HR. 6518, To improve, strengthen, and
accelerate programs for the prevention and
abatement of air pollution. On passage,
page 13293 (273-102); vote yea.

JULY 25, 1963

H.R. 4638. Promotes the orderly transfer
of the executive power in connection with
the expiration of the term of office of a
President and the inauguration of a new
President. On motion to recommit, designed
to eliminate the authorization of appropria-
tions, page 133562 (20-343); vote nay.

JULY 30, 1963

H.R.3872. Export-Import Bank Act Ex-
tension. Conference report—On motion
that the House insist on its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate and ask for
further conference with Senate, page 13635
(379-11); vote yea.

JULY 31, 1063

H.R.5207. Amends the Foreign BService
Buildings Act of 1926 to authorize addi-
tional appropriations (also to pay balance
of payment for Philippine war damage). On
agreeing to House Resolution 453, the rule
walving points of order against and provid-
ing for the consideration of the conference
report, page 13822 (234-166); vote yea.

AUGUST 1, 1963

H.R. 7500. Authorizes appropriations to
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration. On agreeing to House Reso-
lution 467, the open rule providing for con-
sideration of the bill, page 13861 (387-1);
vote yea. On passage, page 138911 (335-5T7);
vote yea.

AUGUST 5, 1963

5. 16562. Amends the National Cultural
Center Act. On suspending the rules and
passing the bill, page 14078 (293-33); vote
yea.

AUGUST 6, 1963

H.R.4955. Vocational Education Act of
1963. On motion to recommit, designed to
insert language requiring all vocational edu-
cation programs to be conducted on a
racially nondiscriminatory basis by July 1,
1965, page 14296 (181-217); vote yea. On
passage, page 14297 (378-21); vote yea.

AUGUST 7, 1963

H.R. 7824. Continues for the period end-
ing November 30, 1963, the existing tempo-
rary increase in the public debt limit. On
agreeing to House Resolution 477, the closed
rule walving points of order against and
providing for 4 hours of debate on the bill,
page 14337 (303-72); vote yea.

AUGUST 8, 1963

H.R. 7824, Public debt limit. On motion
to recommit, designed to limit the exten-
‘sion to October 31, and to fix the increase
at $307 billion in lieu of $309 billion, page
14611 (164-229); vote yea. On passage,
page 14612 (221-175); vote nay.

AUGUST 12, 1963

H.R. 7525. Relates to crime and criminal
procedure in the District of Columbia. On
motion to recommit, page 14758 (114-222);
vote yea.

AUGUST 14, 1963

H.R. 6143. Higher Education Facilities
Act of 1963. On passage, page 14008 (287-
113); vote yea.

AUGUST 23, 1963

H.R.'T885. Foreign Assistance Act of 1963.

On motion to recommit, designed to reduce
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certain authorizations, page 15676 (222
188); vote nay. On passage, page 15677
(224-186) ; vote yea.

AUGUST 28, 1963

H.R. T500. Authorizes appropriations to the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion. Conference report—on motion to re-
commit with instructions to limit the aggre-
gate amount of authorizations to $5,208,-
719,000, page 16153 (176-200); vote general
pair. On agreeing to conference report, page
16154 (249-125); vote palred for.

SEPTEMBER 10, 1963 -

S.1576. Mental Retardation Facilities and
Community Mental Health Centers Construc-
tion Act of 1863. On passage, page 166896
(335—-18) ; vote general pair.

SEPTEMBER 11, 1963

House Resolution 504. Creates a select
committee to investigate research programs
conducted by or sponsored by the depart-
ments and agencles of the Federal Govern-
ment. On agreeing to resolution, page 167563
(336-0) ; vote yea.

SEPTEMBER 24, 1963

H.R. 8363, Amends Internal Revenue Code
of 1854 to reduce individual and corporate in-
come taxes and to make certain structural
changes with respect to income tax. On
agreeing to House Resolution 527, the closed
rule providing for the consideration of and
8 hours of debate on H.R. 8363, page 17905
(324-65); vote yea.

SEPTEMBER 25, 1963

HR.8363. Amends Internal Revenue Code
of 19564 to reduce individual and corporate
income taxes and to make certain structural
changes with respect to income tax. On mo-
tion to recommit, designed to limit Federal
expenditures for fiscal year 1764 to $97 bil-
lion and for fiscal year 1965 to #98 billion,
page 18118 (198-226); vote yea. On passage,
page 18119 (271-166); vote nay.

OCTOBER 1, 1963

H.R.5665. Military pay increase. On agree-
ing to conference report, page 18408 (333-5);
vote yea.

H.R.T044, Authorizes $1.5 million for con-
struction of Corregidor-Bataan Memorial.
On agreeing to House Resolution 539, the
open rule providing for consideration of
H.R. 7044, page 18411 (814-12); vote general
pair.

OCTOBER 7, 1963

H.R.3369. For the relief of Mrs. Elizabeth
G. Mason. On suspending the rules and
adopting House Resolution 541, providing for
the House agreement to a Senate amend-
ment, extending for 1 year the life of the
Civil Rights Commission, page 18863 (265—
80); vote general pair.

OCTOBER 8, 1963

H.R.7179. Department of Defense appro-
priations, 1964. On agreeing to conference
report, page 18913 (336-3); vote yea.

OCTOBER 10, 1963

H.R. 8747. Independent offices appropria-
tions, 1964, On motion to recommit, de-
signed to reduce by $200 million the research
and development funds for National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, page
19270 (145-192); vote yea. On passage, page
19271 (302-32); vote yea.

OCTOBER 14, 1963

H.R. 5871, Amends District of Columbia
Judges Retirement Act. On passage, page
19430 (150-89); vote yea.

OCTOBER 15, 1963

H.R. 6237. Amends act to authorize grants
for the collection, reproduction, and publi-
cation of documentary source material sig-
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nificant to the history of the United States,
On passage, page 19565 (158-154); vote nay.

OCTOBER 21, 1963

5.1576. Mental Retardation Facilities and
Community Mental Health Centers Construc-
tion Act of 1963. On agreeing to conference
report, page 19965 (299-13); vote yea.

OCTOBER 22, 1963

H.R. 8821. Relates to restoration of Tempo-
rary TUnemployment Compensation Act
amounts, On passage, page 19993 (350-1);
vote yea.

OCTOBER 23, 1963

H.R.5945. Relates to political status of
Puerto Rico. On passage page 20130 (320-
44); vote yea,

OCTOBER 28, 1963

House Joint Resolution 782. Continuing
appropriations through November 30, for
fiscal year 1964. On agreeing to resolution,
page 20387 (279-11); vote yea.

House Resolution 314. Grants additional
travel authority to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor. On agreeing to resolution,
page 20371 (119-164); vote yea.

OCTOBER 31, 1963

H.R.B8500. Military construction authori-
zation, 1864. On agreeing to conference re-
port, page 20690 (356-1); vote yea.

H.R.8195. Provides a 1-year extension of
the Mexican farm labor program. On pas-
sage, page 20731 (173-160); vote nay.

NOVEMBER 6, 1863

H.R. 6143. Higher Education Facilities Act
of 1963. On agreeing to conference report,
page 21135 (258-92); vote yea.

H.R. 8920. Revises the District of Columbia
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act. On motion
to recommit, page 21161 (258-98); vote yea.

NOVEMBER 7, 1963

HR.8969. To temporarily increase the
public debt limit for the balance of fiscal
year 1064. On agreeing to House Resolu-
tion 564, the closed rule providing for con-
sideration of the bill, pages 21383-21384 (212-
149); vote yea. On motion to recommit,
page 21406 (172-197); vote yea. On pas-
sage, page 21406 (187-179); vote nay.

NOVEMBER 14, 1963

H.R. 8864. International Coffee Agreement
Act of 1963. On passage, page 21810 (181
145); vote nay,

NOVEMBER 18, 1963

H.R.2988. Relates to Armed Forces par-
ticipation in international sports. On sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, page
22027 (284-30); vote general pair.

H.R.8135. Provides for establishment and
administration of public recreational facili-
ties at Sanford Reservoir area, Canadian
River project, Texas. On suspending the
rules and passing the bill, page 22020 (284
30); vote general pair.

H.R.9139. Military construction appropri-
ations, 1964. On passage, page 22043 (332-
5); vote yea.

NOVEMBER 19, 1963

H.R.9140. Public works appropriations,
1964. On passage, page 22278 (358-27);
vote yea,

NOVEMBER 20, 1963

5.277. Amends the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Act. On pasgsage, page 22538
(251-133) ; vote yea.

DECEMBER 2, 1963

H.R.9124. Amends title 10, United States
Code, to vitalize the ROTC programs of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force. On suspending
the rules and passing the bill (failed); page
22094 (176-164); vote nay.

HR. 10. Extends the apportionment re-
quirement in the Civil Service Act of 1883
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to temporary summer employment. On sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, page
23007 (301-18); vote nay.

DECEMBER 4, 1963

H.R.6196. Revitalizes the American cotton
industry. On motion to recommit, page
23324 (179-224); vote yea. On passage,
page 23325 (216-182); vote nay.

DECEMBER 9, 1963

H.R.7885. Forelgn Assistance Act of 1963.
On agreeing to conference report, page
23850 (195-164); vote yea.

H.R. 8929. Authorizes the prosecution of a
transit development program for the Nation-
al Capital region. On motion to recommit,
page 23872 (278-76); vote nay.

DECEMBER 10, 1963

H.R. 8747. Independent offices appropria-
tions, 1964. On agreeing to conference re-
port, page 23049 (356-22); vote yea.

Conference report—on preferential motion
to recede and concur in amendment No. 92,
which provides funds for site and planning
expenses involved in construction of a VA
hospital at Bay Pines, Fla., page 239852 (171-
204); vote yea.

H.R. 6618. Improves, strengthens, and ac-
celerates programs for the prevention and
abatement of air pollution. On agreeing to
conference report, page 23966 (273-109);
vote yea.

H.R. 7T457. Provides legal assistance for in-
digent defendants in criminal cases in U.S.
courts. On agreelng to House Resolution
579, the rule providing for consideration of
the bill, page 23970 (345-12); vote yea.

DECEMBER 11, 1963

On motion to adjourn until December 12,
1963, at 12 o'clock noon, page 24217 (214
166) ; vote nay.

DECEMBER 12, 1963

H.R. 9140. Public Works Appropriations,
1964. On agreeing to conference report,
page 24241 (330-47); vote yea.

H.R. 4955. Vocation Education Act of 1963.
On motion to recommit, page 24290 (180-
192), vote nay. On agreeing to conference
report, page 24291 (301-65); vote yea.

DECEMBER 13, 1963

H.R.9139. Appropriations for milltary
construction, Department of Defense. On
ordering the previous question, page 24561
(301—4); vote yea.

DECEMBER 16, 1963

H.R.5499. Forelgn aid appropriations and
related agencles for the flscal year ending
June 30, 1963. On the motion to recommit,
page 24758 (218-169); vote nay. On pas-
sage, page 24750 (260-185); vote yea.

DECEMBER 17, 1963

H.R. 8667. Authorlze additional appropria-
tions in regard to river basins flood control
projects. On the preferential motion to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment,
page 24822 (320-41); vote yea.

H.R.0413. The President John F. Kennedy
memorial 50-cent piece, On the motion to
suspend the rules and pass the bill, page
24828 (352-6); vote yea.

DECEMBER 19, 1963

House Joint Resolution 875. Appropria-
tions for the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare for combating mental re-
tardation. On passage, page 25216 (8924
4); vote yea.

DECEMBER 23, 1963

House Resolution 600. Privileged resolution
from the Rules Committee to consider with-
out any point of order HR. 9499 (foreign aid
appropriations, supra). Questlon is on the
House considering the resolution, page
25495 (202-105); vote yea.
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H.R. 9499, The forelgn ald appropriations
bill. Question is on walving the conference
report, pages 25643-26644 (189-158) ; vote live
pair with Mr, Harey (Florida). Mr. MATHIAS
withdrew yea vote and voted present. Mr.
HALEY voted nay.

Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, Summary of Major Legis-
lative Activity, 1st Session, 88th

Congress

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. OREN HARRIS

OF AREANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to section 136 of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946, Public Law 601,
T79th Congress, and House Resolution 17,
88th Congress, I submit herewith a sum-
mary of the major legislative accom-
plishments of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce for the 1st
session of the 88th Congress.

During the first session, 662 House bills
and resolutions and 13 Senate bills and
resolutions were referred to the commit-
tee. Twenty bills were reported to the
House, of which 10 were enacted into
public law, 4 were approved by the House
but not acted upon in the Senate, and 5
remained on the House Calendar on the
adjournment of the first session. One
Iouse joint resolution passed the House
and was amended in the Senate. The
House has yet to concur in the Senate
amendments.

The following bills reported from the
committee became public law:

H.R. 12, the Health Professions Educa-
tional Assistance Act—House Report No.
109; Public Law 88-129.

H.R. 6518, to improve, strengthen, and
accelerate programs for the prevention
and abatement of air pollution—Clean
Air Act—House Reports Nos. 508 and
1003 ; Public Law 88-206.

8. 1576, Mental Retardation Facilities
and Community Mental Health Centers
Construction Act of 1963—House Report
Nos. 694 and 862; Public Law 88-164.

House Joint Resolution 665, providing
for the settlement of the railroad labor
dispute—House Report No. 713; Senate
Joint Resolution 102 became Public Law
88-108.

H.R. 8100, a bill designed to restore the
railroad retirement system to a satisfac-
tory financial condition—House Report
No. 748; Public Law 88-133.

H.R. 2876, repealing the Inland Water-
ways Corporation Act—House Report No.
347; 8. 1031 became Public Law 88-67.

H.R. 134, requiring safety standards
for automobile seat belts—House Report
No. 378; Public Law 88-201.

House Joint Resolution 220, granting
consent for an extension of 4 years of
the interstate compact to conserve oil
and gas—House Report No. 681; Senate
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Joint Resolution 33 became Public Law
88-115.

H.R. 2906, providing for the emergency
transportation of any motor vehicle in
interstate or foreign commerce by ftow-
ing—House Report No. 483; Public Law
88-208.

H.R. 4646, declaring a portion of the
Benton Harbor Canal, Benton Harbor,
Mich., a nonnavigable stream—House
Report No. 482; Public Law 88-88.

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE WHICH

PASSED THE HOUSE NOW AWAITING SENATE

ACTION

H.R. 6199, granting the consent of
Congress to a supplemental compact of
agreement between the Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania and the State of New
Jersey concerning the Delaware River
Joint Toll Bridge Commission. House
Report No. 909,

H.R. 8462, authorizing the conveyance
of certain real property of the United
States heretofore granted to the city of
Grand Prairie, Tex., for public airport
purposes—House Report No. 908.

H.R. 8344, amending the Railway
Labor Act to provide that the terms of
office of members of the National Media-
tion Board shall expire on July 1—House
Report No. 1032.

H.R. 8673, amends the Federal Avia-
tion Act to provide that the validity of
an instrument, the recording of which
is provided for by such act, shall be
governed by the laws of the place in
which such instrument is delivered—
House Report No. 1033.

BILLS REFORTED TO THE HOUSE ON WHICH NO
ACTION WAS TAKEN

H.R. 5445, amends the Interstate Com-
merce Act to permit freight forwarders
to acquire other carriers subject to such
act—House Report No. 421,

H.R. 1341, requires passenger-carrying
motor vehicles purchased for use by the
Federal Government to meet certain
safety standards—House Report No. 491.

HR. 3669, the Quality Stabilization
Act—House Report No. 566.

S. 1153, airport construction—House
Report No. 1002.

HR. 8316, length and frequency of
broadcast commercials—House Report
No. 1054. .

JOINT RESOLUTION WHICH HAS PASSED BOTH
HOUSE AND SENATE

House Joint Resolution 247 suspends
the equal opportunity requirement of
section 315 of the Communications Act of
1934 for the 1964 presidential and vice-
presidential campaigns. The joint reso-
olution passed the House and was
amended in the Senate. The House has
not yet concurred in the Senate amend-
ments; House Report No. 359.

In addition to the bills which the eom-
mittee reported to the House during the
first session of the present Congress,
public hearings were held on the Na-
tional Capital Airports Corporation; use
of Dulles and Friendship Airports; de-
velopment of a commercial supersonic
aircraft; Transportation Act of 1963;
National Accident Prevention Center:
reorganization of Public Health Service;
animal drugs; medical care for fishing
boat owners; operation of motor vehicles
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by disabled persons; automobile space-
ometers; judicial review of biological
orders; safety latches on refrigerators;
labeling—wood, steel containers, and
labels—Securities and Exchange legisla-
tion; review of administrative process in
regulatory agencies; and broadcast edi-
torializing and broadcast rating services.

A detailed explanation of the reported
bills is contained in the committee re-
ports which accompanied them, and in
the activity report of the committee for
the 1st session of the 88th Congress
which will be filed in the House next
month.

Report to the People of the 12th Con-
gressional District of New York

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EDNA F. KELLY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mrs. EELLY. Mr. Speaker, this, my
14th annual report to my constituents,
is intended to cover some phases of im-
portant world and national events which
occurred during 1963. It briefly details
the passage of our Ship of State through
at times calm but, more frequently,
rough and turbulent seas of events.

The year 1963 will go down in history,
above all, as the year of the great tragedy
which befell our Nation. The assassina-
tion of President John Fitzgerald Ken-
nedy, that monstrous deed, shoeked
every American. In the lonely reaches
of their hearts, in the privacy of their
homes, and in public observances held
throughout the Nation, the people of the
United States mourned the passing of a
leader who, in a brief span of less than
3 years, had left his indelible imprint
upon the course of our national history.

President Kennedy belonged not only
to us and to the present, but to the world
and the future as well. In his person, he
combined some of the best characteris-
ties of the many nationality strains
which comprise our great Nation. He
was conscious of the spiritual, cultural,
economic and political values of coun-
tries whose births predate that of the
United States. He was even more deeply
steeped in that rare blending of different
cultural herifages achieved here which
we know as the American tradition. In
addressing himself to the problems of our
day, in shaping the goals and the policies
of the Government which he headed, he
drew on both. He embraced the highest
ideals of the Western, Judeo-Christian
civilization. And he was loyal to the
‘institutions and traditions which our
unique experiment in human freedom
and democracy produced upon the Amer-
ican soil. Thus, while serving his coun-
try, he served mankind.

President John F. Kennedy worked for,
and died for, the implementation of the
principles of human dignity, justice, and
freedom. He fought against the denial
of basic human rights to people every-
where. His death left on our shoulders
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the responsibility to continue that task.
‘We must rededicate ourselves to the real-
ization of the promise which is America,
so that he will not have died in vain.

At the moment of its great loss, our
Nation was fortunate to have a man of
the caliber of President Lyndon B.
Johnson assume the responsibilities of
the Presidency. His many years of pub-
lic service, his congressional experience,
and his dedication to the programs and
the high goals of the Eennedy adminis-
tration, generated public confidence and
the belief that he would strive to con-
tinue the work begun in 1960. He has, I
am sure, the prayers of all thoughtful
and fairminded Americans in the dis-
charge of his grave duties.

The year 1963 was a year of turbulent
change in many other parts of the world.
To the south, eontinuing economic in-
stability, political disorders, and military
coup d’etats in several of our sister re-
publics, hampered the advance of the
Alliance for Progress and cast dark
shadows on the future of that momen-
tous undertaking. Communist subver-
sion, generated by the Castro regime in
Cuba, was not helping the cause of
hemispherie securify and progress. In
Africa, Arab forces clashed in the north,
the situation in the Congo remained
perilous, and the apartheid policy of the
Republic of South Africa was giving rise
to mounting resentment throughout the
continent which threatened to erupt in
violence.

In the Middle East, fighting flared in
Yemen, and governments fell in Iraq
and Syria while the smoldering Arab-
Israel conflict continued to resist a
peaceful solution. In southeast Asia,
the aftermath of the 1962 invasion of
India by Red China continued to present
problems. Indian-Pakistani relations
took a turn for the worse, the infant
Federation of Malaysia was, and is now,
battered on all sides, and valiant Presi-
dent Diem of South Vietnam, having
led his new nation through the years of
bitter, bloody struggle against the deeply
entrenched Communist guerrillas, was
brutally murdered. Many Western news
media and governments appeared to nod
with approval at the change in the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam, a change
which to date has enhanced the take-
over of the Orient by the Communists.
And in Western Europe, three of the four
major powers required new governments.

Not all of the changes ocecurring in
1963 were disruptive, of course. There
were many hopeful developments. The
peaceful, orderly elections leading fo the
transfer of executive power in Venezuela
and Mexico are an instance in point.
The restoration of civilian, democratic
government in Argentina is another.
The encouraging outcome of the Unifed
States-Soviet negotiations in the United
Nations on outer space and disarmament
must also be noted. The complete list
of encouraging changes in 1963 would
be very long. For this reason, I would
like to mention only two more which I
have watched with particular interest
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Europe of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs:

In Western Europe, there were some
signs that President de Gaulle's opposi-
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tion to Britain’s entry into the Common
Market, and United States-led North
Atlantic community defense force, was
possibly softening. In spite of General
de Gaulle’s speech on New Year's Eve,
in which he appeared to reaffirm French
opposition to the admission of Great
Britain to the Common Market, some
observers predicted that before 12
months pass by, there may be a notice-
able shift in the French position. And in
Eastern Europe, the ferment of change
appeared to have some effect on the solid
voting pattern of the Communist bloc
in the United Nations.

As a member of the U.S. delegation to
the 18th General Assembly of the United
Nations this fall, I had a front-row view
of these developments. For the first
time, conflicts developed in the positions
of the Communist and Communist-
dominated countries. Yugolsavia was
first to create a major breach by making
a payment on its arrearages for United
Nations peacemaking operations. Ru-
mania and Albania parted from the
other Communist countries in voting on
a resolution dealing with the denuclear-
ization of Latin America. Several other
breaches were noted. What their de-
velopments mean, no one ecan tell pre-
cisely at this time. They will bear con-
stant close watching.

I personally believe that this atmos-
phere of relaxation of the US.S.R. is
but a pattern of the Soviet Communist
“peace” offensive. All must agree that
it is in no way substantive. It is my fear
that the people of the free world includ-
ing many Americans and persons within
our own Government will suecumb to ac-
cepting this change as the real thing.
This, and the unfortunate “going left”
movement in governments around the
world must be stopped or there will be
more great tragedies in the years ahead.
This new atmosphere of the U.S.S.R.
was undertaken, in my viewpoint, be-
cause the Communists were made to real-
ize by the stand of President Kennedy
in Cuba that America would fight to
maintain our way of life, even in a nu-
clear age.

The first session of the 88th Congress
is being labeled with many unfavorable
terms. This is unfortunate. All, in-
cluding the news media, should weigh
the density of the issues under considera-
tion; the thorough review needed by the
committees of Congress before congres-
sional action is taken; the erises of the
day; the change of governments: the
shattering of traditions. These force
Congress to act with patience and care.
Congress has made a significant begin-
ning in the consideration of the com-
plexities faced by enacting legislation of
benefit to all of us. So, as Al Smith
said, “Let us look at the record.”

The debt limit was extended to meet
the demands of the national budget and
the total national debt as of June 30,
1963, was $305.8 billion. Interest on the
debt for fiscal year 1963 was $10.1 bil-
lion. In the same fiscal year, expendi-
tures totaled $119.1 billion, revenues were
$114.0 billion, leaving a deficit of $5.1
billion.

Defense spending continues to be the
largest single budgetary item, and $47
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billion was appropriated to maintain our
military posture. Of this amount, $15.3
billion was for procurement and con-
struction of planes, missiles, and ships;
$5.3 billion was for research, develop-
ment, construction of facilities, and ad-
ministration of the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration; and
$216.2 million was for the operation of
the Atomic Energy Commission, includ-
ing new construction projects.

To insure sufficient manpower to op-
erate our defense systems, it was neces-
sary to extend the draft to July 1, 1967.
However, since sufficient unmarried men
were available, the drafting of married
men was suspended.

Many men with important technical
skills were leaving the armed services
because of the low pay schedules. In
order to restore morale, military pay
was increased for the first time since
1958, based on grade and length of serv-
ice. The raises vary from $12 to $120
per month for enlisted men and from
$56 to $95 per month for officers.

A treaty was ratified by the U.S. Sen-
ate which bans nuclear weapons tests
in the atmosphere, in outer space, and
under water. This treaty was signed at
Moscow on August 5, 1963, by the United
States, the United Kingdom, and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. This
was the first step taken by international
agreement which culminated in the sign-
ing of a limited nuclear test ban treaty.

After substantial cuts in committee
and on the floor, the $3 billion Foreign
Assistance Act was approved by Congress.
This is another item for national defense.
It represents the United States share of
our mutual defense with our allies. While
I have consistently supported foreign aid,
I have long favored a complete review
of this program. Some of my amend-
ments to tighten the administration of
the program were incorporated in the
bill as passed by Congress. Others, such
as my amendment which conditions the
granting of aid to any country by re-
quiring the recipient to agree to reviews,
inspections, and audits by the United
States, were deleted by the conference
committee. I will continue my efforts
to have these incorporated in the foreign
aid program.

The completion of a 2-year study on
the needs of the Foreign Service build-
ings culminated in the authorization of
nearly $50 million for the purchase, con-
struction, major alteration, long-term
leasing, maintenance and repair of build-
ings overseas required by fhe Depart-
ment of State for the next 2 years. After
long controversy, the Philippines war
claims bill, which terminated World
War II obligations to that nation, was
enacted.

The year 1963 has been the greatest in
the history of our country for legisla-
tion in the field of education. Congress
enacted the long-awaited Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act, a $1.2 billion measure,
and the more than $1 billion Vocational
Education Act. A 3-year, $238 million
program was authorized to aid States in
providing mental retardation research
facilities and construction of community
mental health centers. Another program
provides $350 million over a 5-year period
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to increase aid to States for maternal
and child health services and for erippled
children’s programs. This same program
provides grants for maternity care and
research projects to prevent mental re-
tardation. Congress extended and ex-
panded the National Defense Education
Act and the federally affected areas edu-
cation program.

My efforts, along with many of my
colleagues, to obtain equal pay for equal
work by women culminated in the enact-
ment of an amendment to the Fair Labor
Standards Act covering women. I was
at President Kennedy’'s desk when he
signed the bill and was honored when
he presented me with one of the pens
with which he affixed his signature.

Legislation for the benefit of veterans
and their families was enacted. A bill
to increase the payments to parents and
children of veterans who died of service-
connected disabilities, as well as one to
increase payments to widows of veterans
whose deaths were due to service-con-
nected disabilities, were passed. Also,
the law to provide educational assistance
to children of deceased veterans was
amended to include children of veterans
with total and permanent service-con-
nected disability. Congress also enacted
laws to permit the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration to waive recovery on default on
home loans in certain hardship cases; to
provide additional compensation for
service-incurred loss of hearing in both
ears; and to increase compensation for
veterans suffering complete loss of
speech.

In one area the program for housing
assistance to the elderly was broadened;
while, in another area, the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency was ex-
tended for 2 years. Quick passage of the
Peace Corps bill showed the success of
this agency. Funds were increased to
$102 million, while the number of volun-
teers was increased to 11,000.

A new program to reduce air pollution
in cities authorized $187 million for Fed-
eral grants and confers additional pow-
ers on the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare to conduct research
and cooperate with State officials in
solving the problem. The manpower
training program will relieve the States
of matching Federal funds for the fiscal
year beginning next July and lowers the
age limit for youth training allowance
from 19 to 17, to help more young people
who are school dropouts.

A $4.4 billion public works bill was
passed which provides funds fto finance
flood control, harbor improvement and
reclamation projects. A large amount
of the appropriated funds is for the ac-
tivities of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion.

The threatened railroad strike forced
Congress to lay aside other business to
enact legislation to prevent a disastrous
strike. The law provides for arbitration
of the two main disputed issues and col-
lective bargaining on all others. The
arbitration award will remain in force
for 2 years; thereafter, the parties are
free to take such action as they desire.

Tax legislation passed in the 1st session
of the 88th Congress continued for 1 year
existing excise taxes, as well as the in-
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come tax rate of 52 percent on corporate
profits. Special tax deductions for child
care were granted working mothers, de-
serted by their husbands. The Export-
Import Bank, which renders invaluable
services to American exporters and which
has always operated at a profit, was ex-
tended to 1968.

During 1963, the New York City office
of the Internal Revenue Service was re-
tained in New York, due to the joint ef-
forts of the New York congressional dele-
gation, which acted to prevent transfer
of the office to Boston.

Early in 1964, Congress will take action
on three bills of major importance which
are our hope and which were the rec-
ommendations of the late President Ken-
nedy. These bills—tax revision, civil
rights, and medical care for the aged—
include some new concepts and social
changes which the Kennedy administra-
tion attempted to achieve and which
President Johnson had pledged to en-
act. He has marked them urgent.

Tax revision legislation, which would
reduce taxes by $11 billion over the next
2 years, has passed the House of Repre-~
sentatives, and is due to be acted upon
by the Senate early in January. The bill
does not repeal the extra $600 personal
exemption for each taxpayer aged 65 or
over. It provides a minimum standard
deduction of $300 in addition to the $600
exemption provisions.

This provision will be particularly
beneficial to many lower income tax-
payers. The bill also repeals the exist-
ing “floor” on the deductibility of medi-
cine and drugs to persons aged 65 and
over or to dependent parents aged 65 or
over. The bill doubles the existing $50
dividend exclusicn, making $100 per tax-
payer. The bill does repeal, in two
stages, the 4-percent dividend -credit.
The effect of the combination of the
doubling of the exclusion and the grad-
ual repeal of the credit will be to reduce
taxes for 2 million taxpayers who receive
dividend income. The bill does not repeal
the retirement income credit.

In the field of civil rights, far-reach-
ing legislation was approved by the
House Judiciary Committee and is sched-
uled for action early in January. The
civil rights bill, which will restore to all
Americans their inherent rights, provides
for enforcement of voting rights; injune-
tions against discrimination in public
accommodations; protection of rights to
education and extension of the Civil
Rights Commission for 4 years; estab-
lishment of a Community Relations
Service and a Commission on Egual
Employment Opportunity; and non-
discrimination in federally assisted
programs.

The Committee on Ways and Means
of the House of Representatives began
public hearings on the subject of medi-
cal care for the aged in mid-November.
The hearings have been suspended, but
will resume sometime in January.

We are a nation which has weathered
many crises. Our national security
cloaks our rights and provides for free-
dom and human dignity. These guali-
ties we enjoy because we are strong and
unified. I know that all Americans
pledge their cooperation to President
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Johnson in the days ahead. He has
earned the confidence of the American
people. His leadership among men—as
we his former colleagues can so surely
attest—will be a source of strength in
preserving our way of life.

It has been an honor and privilege to
serve the people of Brooklyn. My Wash-
ington office is open year round, and let-
ters sent there receive immediate atten-
tion. The address is Epma F. KeLLY,
Member of Congress, Washington 25,
D.C. When Congress is not in session, I
meet with my constituents at the Madi-
son Club, 739 Eastern Parkway, Brook-
lyn, on Monday and Thursday evenings
after 8 o’clock.

Everyone, Regardless of Economic Cir-
cumstances, or Cultural Interests, Can
Enjoy the Free and Simple Magnifi-
cence of the Lincoln Memorial

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM B. WIDNALL

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, because
of my deep interest in legislation in
behalf of the arts, I have studied the
various bills relating to the National
Cultural Center very closely during the
past 6 years. Despite defects in all of
these bills, I have voted favorably on all
of them because it seemed to me that,
with the assurance that further Federal
funds would nof be invested, the possible
gain to the general public outweighed the
obvious risks.

However, when the project is changed
in a way that calls for an immediate
investment of some $35 million in
Federal funds and an uncertain fi-
nancial future, and when all of this is
proposed as a memorial to a beloved
and mourned American President, then
I believe that Members of Congress owe
their constituents careful study and
analysis of the plan, House Joint Res-
olution 871, to provide it. For this rea-
son I shall go into this matter at some
length at this time in order to bring to
your attention a number of questions,
some of them alarming, for which Con-
gress must seek satisfactory answers
before it can properly pass legislation,
such as House Joint Resolution 871,
dedicated to a deceased President and
calling for an unprecedented large sum
of Federal money.

I urge you to prepare yourself for the
House consideration of this matter to
begin January 7, 1964. Perhaps the
presentation I submit at this time will
stimulate you to do your own research
on this proposal.

Here are some of the troublesome
problems that raise inevitable doubts,
and demontrate the need for legisla-
tive caution:

First. Is the memorial concept a “face-
saver” for an otherwise faltering
project?
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Second. Why are Federal funds
needed now when Congress has been
repeatedly told, again as recently as last
August 5 that the project could be real-
ized through public contributions?

Third. How can a building designed
for a 13-acre tract be fitted into the 9
acres authorized by Congress?

Fourth. How can Congress, in good
conscience, authorize a $15.4 million loan
on a parking garage to applicants who
candidly admit that they do not antie-
ipate enough revenue to pay the annual
interest, let alone the operating costs and
reduction of prinecipal?

Fifth. SBhould a Presidential me-
morial be built with borrowed money—in
effect, should it be subject to a first
mortgage?

Sixth. Is there a proven need for the
project in its present form, aside from
the memorial aspects, that justifies such
major Federal participation?

Seventh. Should the administration
of a Presidential memorial be governed
largely outside the control of Congress
by a largely self-perpetuating board of
lay citizens appointed by the President
without review by Congress?

Eighth. What happens to congres-
sional responsibility, the taxpayers of the
future, and the memory of President
Kennedy, if the Center is a financial fail-
ure?

Ninth. Is the site a desirable one for
the intended use in spite of severe criti-
cism by leading architects and other
qualified experts?

Tenth. Isthis “sole” memorial in fact
the most suitable one for the mourned
President it would commemorate?
Should Congress ignore other worthy
memorial proposals that have been sub-
mitted to it? The Senafe-passed com-
panion measure drops the word “sole.”
Should we insist on its retention.

I do not pretend to have the answers
to all of these questions, but I am cer-
tain that they should be developed by a
suitable commission of Congress. I hope
that my colleagues, Democratic and Re-
publican, will join me in this appeal to
reason and dignity. Certainly a memo-
rial based on culture, of all memorials,
should arise from a thoughtful ap-
proach, calling on all the skills of our
vast Nation before the position of Con-
gress is irrevocably decided.

Yesterday’s plan for a national thea-
ter, no matter how attractive, should not
be hastily improvised into a monument
for the ages. To do so is not worthy of
Congress, of the people of the United
States nor of President Kennedy.

The National Cultural Center has been
before Congress as a legislative matter
three times; once in the summer of 1958,
when the original bill was passed, again
in 1960, when the act was amended in
certain technical respects, and again
during the summer of 1963, when the act
was extended for 3 years due to the fail-
ure of the fundraising campaign to
make its goal within the 5-year lim-
itation originally set by Congress. Each
time that this legislation has been before
Congress, it has been brought to the
floor with a severe limit on debate.
Thus, Congress has never had a chance
to consider as thoroughly as it should
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the defects as well as the virtues of the
act and the project.

The act, as well as its first amendment,
were passed during the Eisenhower ad-
ministration with the backing of Presi-
dent Eisenhower. It was made clear to
Congress in 1958 and in 1960 that the
President favored the project only on the
basis that the obligation of the Federal
Government was to provide a site of
about 9 acres and that all other capital
and operating funds would be raised by
public subscription. The extension of
the act was passed in the Kennedy ad-
ministration with the backing of the
White House, and the same clear repre-
sentations as to funding through public
contributions only were made by the
proponents of the extension. The ree-
ord is crystal clear on this point.

House Joint Resolution 871, which pro-
poses to change the name of the National
Cultural Center to the John F. Kennedy
Center of the Performing Arts, and to
provide up fo $15.5 million of Federal
funds as ecapital, and to lend another
$15.4 million in Federal funds for con-
struction of a parking garage, and to des-
ignate the proposed Center as the sole
national memorial to the late President
in the National Capital area, evolved
from a very simple amendment which
was sent to Congress with the recom-
mendation of President Johnson. House
Joint Resolution 871, with its concept of
borrowing authority and ofher unigue
provisions, is substantially different from
the amendment first recommended by the
White House. It is of some significance
that House Joint Resolution 871 was pre-
pared within 24 hours after penetrating
questions were asked during commitiee
hearings by Representative Cramer of
Florida and this joint resolution appears
to be have been drawn in an attempt o
answer most of the questions he raised.

Even so, it appears to be full of defects,
and it certainly raises many questions
which Congress should face and resolve
before taking final action on the present
problems. For the first time, there is an
opportunity for extended debate which is
more important than ever in view of the
suddenness and brevity of the recent
committee hearings and the fact that the
only public witness who appeared during
these hearings, the president of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Federation of Musi-
cians, AFL-CIO, expressed grave concern
about many aspects of House Joint Reso-
Iution 871, and the project as it is cur-
rently organized.

In order for Congress to deliberate and
legislate intelligently in the public inter-
est, it is necessary to consider the theater
and art concepts of fhis memorial to
President Kennedy. These components
of the legislation are especially impor-
tant, because of the fact that the proj-
ect has been in existence for more than
5 years and therefore the proposed me-
morial, like a business corporation, be-
comes subject to the liabilities as well as
the assets that have been acquired during
its 5-year, nonmemorial, history. Con-
gress must consider a point that has been
raised by a number of thoughtful Mem-
bers, including Senator ELLENDER of Lou-
isiana, Representative Brown of Ohio,
and Representative Cramer of Florida.
This is that the trustees of the National
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Cultural Center see the conversion of the
Center to a memorial as a means of res-
cuing a project that might not otherwise
have succeeded.

FIRST. THE QUESTION OF MAGNITUDE AND NEED

Other than in the matter of acreage,
the original legislation set no limit on the
nature of the building or buildings to be
erected nor their cost. The hearings pro-
duced testimony from the American In-
stitute of Architects under which it
recognized the national importance of
the project and recommended that the
design be chosen through a nationwide
competition which the institute agreed
to administer free of charge as a public
service. The trustees never availed
themselves of this generous offer, and
appointed as sole architect, Edward D.
Stone. The first plan he developed called
for three theaters and two small audi-
toriums under one roof with under-
ground parking facilities at an estimated
cost of $75 million.

Many proponents of the original legis-
lation were surprised and shocked, since
they had believed that the project should
be started with a single theater suitable
for opera and ballet and, perhaps,
symphony concerts. Based on figures
from other cities, it was assumed that
this could be accomplished for about
$10 million. The gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. TrHomprsonl, one of the
authors of the original bill, had this to
say as late as 1961:

When I backed the proposal I had in mind
the construction of a comparatively modest
multipurpose auditorium here in Washing-
ton which could serve as a showplace for the
performing arts, related traveling painting
and sculpture exhibitions, and so on. The
Center, under present plans, is far larger
than the population of the metropolitan
area of the Nation's Capital can reasonably
or realistically be expected to wuse. The

gave the Center a site almost as
large as that of the Lincoln Center in New
York City on which six major bulldings will
be located. I do not believe the additional
land called for in two bills before the Con-
gress is needed, or that the powers of the
Congress should be exerted to obtain it.

During 1962 the project was rede-
signed, retaining the concept of three
theaters under one roof, but eliminating
working space which would have made
the project a true cultural center equiva-
lent to cultural centers in other big cities
in this country and in other nations.
‘The cost of the revised structure was an-
nounced as $30 million. It now appears
that the trustees also eliminated the
parking facilities from their cost esti-
mates. It was not made publicly clear
until the present hearings that the park-
ing facilities (to be discussed below)
were not included in the $30 million esti-
mate. Indeed, publicity material issued
by the trustees states that the parking
garage is an integral part of the project
and the $30 million cost estimate. The
information developed at the hearings,
therefore, came as a surprise to the Con-
gress, the public and, doubfless, to most
donors.

There appear to have been no ade-
quate studies that would indicate a need
at present or in the immediate future,
for the three theaters that are presently
proposed. Roger L. Stevens, the chair-
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man of the board of trustees, stated at
the recent hearings grave doubts that
there is enough audience available at
present for the structure that is being
planned. He said that it was the hope
of himself and his colleagues that the ex-
istence of the three new theaters would
encourage the growth of audiences.

Washington is already graced by Con-
stitution Hall in which symphony con-
certs by the resident National Symphony
Orchestra and by visiting orchestras
from the United States and abroad have
flourished for many years. It has been
made available by its owners, the
Daughters of the American Revolution,
at very low rentals so that it appears
that there is no urgent need for another
symphony hall in Washington. In re-
spect to an opera house, it is widely ac-
knowledged that there is no suitable au-
ditorium in Washington for grand opera,
and great ballet groups. It follows, that
a genuine need does exist in this field,
but there appears to have been no ade-
quate market study as to the number
of days in each year that such an opera
house would be economically useful. In
respect to the proposed theater, judging
by the rest of the country, the so-called
legitimate theater appears to be dimin-
ishing in holding the interest of audi-
ences. The National Theater in down-
town Washington is not oceupied in each
of the 52 weeks of the year and, with
rare exceptions, it does not attract audi-
ences to the limit of its seating capacity.
Could the National Theater survive as
the legitimate business enterprise of its
owners if it were faced with the com-
petition of a tax-exempt theater on Fed-
eral property? One of the corporations
owned in part by Roger L. Stevens is
lessee of the National Theater.

Related to the question of need is the
attitude of the potentially largest users
of a cultural center. The two most ac-
tive performing arts organizations in
Washington, the National Symphony,
which has been operating for 32 years,
and the Washington Opera Society,
which is now in its 7th year, have both
been quoted in the press as expressing
concern that vigorous fundraising for the
National Cultural Center was creating
difficulties for them in their own essential
fundraising activities. In this connec-
tion I call your attention to an article
in the Wall Street Journal of September
6, 1963. This same concern has been
voiced by the managements of America’s
major symphony orchestras, who pre-
sumably would be the most frequent us-
ers of the Center after the Washington
organizations. At a conference of the
25 major orchestra managers in San
Francisco on June 23, the National Cul-
tural Center was discussed and the con-
sensus was that active fundraising for
the Center was in “direct conflict” with
the fundraising needs of the orchestras
in their own communities. This would
indicate that the national efforts to raise
contributions would be at least privately
resisted, if not publicly opposed, by the
very performing arts organizations who
the Center’s trustees count on to be the
core of support for the National Cultural
Center. Since these existing cultural or-
ganizations are widely scattered among
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the constituencies of Congress, it follows
that Congres should take time to inform
itself thoroughly regarding the impact of
the proposed legislation on existing cul-
tural activities throughout the United
States.

BECOND. THE QUESTION OF BITE

During the hearings leading to the
original legislation, the proponents were
virtually unanimous in recommending a
site on the Mall close to downtown.
They lost out to the Air Museum of the
Smithsonian Institution and the present
site along the river was hurriedly desig-
nated as a substitute in the closing days
of the 85th Congress. Most thoughtful
critics continue to be opposed to the pres-
ent site despite its acknowledged scenic
splendor. It has been widely character-
ized as “an island in the midst of a spa-
ghetti-maze of arterial highways.” It
was pointed out during the hearings that
successful theaters are almost invariably
located in downtown areas and that
those that have been located off the
beaten track are often doomed to be
failures. The Washington Auditorium,
which is now being demolished, and
which was out of the downtown area in
its day, was cited as an example. Offi-
cials close to President Kennedy who
were active on the Planning Commission
for Pennsylvania Avenue had recom-
mended to him that the Cultural Center
project be broken up into its three com-
ponents and that these be built one at a
time as part of the rehabilitation of
Pennsylvania Avenue between the White
House and the Capitol.

The Advisory Committee on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue was critical of the present
plans and site on these grounds: First,
the site is so far from the center of the
Nation's Capital that it could do little to
enrich the city’s cultural life; second,
the present location is not served by ma-
jor public transportation facilities;
third, housing all performing arts stages
in a single building might result in a
structure so large as to be out of propor-
tion to the rest of the city.

The New York Times on December 11,
1963, said that the National Cultural
Center “seems doomed fo be a well-land-
scaped traffic island in the midst of free-
ways; culture over a giant car park.
Pedestrians will undoubtedly be able to
burrow over or under the automotive ob-
stacle race, but this is peculiarly bad
planning. As it stands now, the National
Cultural Center is a well-intentioned
gesture, dubiously sited, promising pret-
tiness but shortchangmg the possibility
of architectural greatness—a backhand-
ed tribute to culture and Mr. Kennedy.”

The most experienced, independent,
concert manager in Washington, Patrick
Hayes, has been frequently critical of the
large size of the Cultural Center project
and of the site. After the memorial leg-
islation was introduced, Mr. Hayes in two
broadcasts—December 1 and 15, 1963—
urged caution and deliberation by Con-
gress and continued to raise serious ques-
tions regarding the site.

Congress should certainly have a
chance to review the question of site,
especially if the Cultural Center is to be
a memorial to President Kennedy, since
no American would want a Presidential
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memorial to risk failure as a business
enterprise, a risk which now must be con-
sidered by the Congress because of the
unique nature of this proposal as de-
veloped in House Joint Resolution 871.

Another serious question relating to
the site is its size. The original act au-
thorized only 9 acres. The plan for the
National Cultural Center developed by
Edward D. Stone, architect, as well as
publicity issued by the trustees of the
Center, calls for 13 acres. When this
discrepancy was brought up by me on
the floor of this House on August 5, 1963,
I was assured by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Jones] that no additional
land involving Federal funds would be
acquired for the National Cultural Cen-
ter. In spite of these assurances, officials
of the National Cultural Center testified
at the hearings on this legislation on
December 12, 1963, that 4 additional
acres would have to be acquired by the
Federal Government through the Na-
tional Capital Planning Commission
at a cost of some $3.3 million to be
appropriated by Congress. Congress has
not authorized this extension of the
acreage for the National Cultural Center,
nor has it authorized such an appropria-
tion, but it appears that the presently
planned building cannot be erected on
the present 9 acres according to the
trustees of the Center, who say it is the
“obligation” of the Federal Government
to buy the additional land.

THIRD. THE QUESTION OF PARKING

The business risks of the memorial
come into sharp focus in relation to
recently uncovered facts about the park-
ing garage which is essential to the op-
eration of the Center. In order to jusfify
the omission of the cost of the parking
garage from the publicized cost of the
Center, Mr. Stevens, the Center's chair-
man, testified that he considered parking
to be noncultural and therefore that it
would be improper to ask for public
contributions to pay for the construc-
tion of it. Presumably the same stand-
ard has not been applied to the funds
needed for construction of restaurants,
checkrooms, and other noncultural ac-
tivities within the Center. It was at
the time of that testimony on December
12, 1963, that Congress first heard of the
proposal to borrow funds to construct
the parking garage. It is noteworthy
that the originally proposed memorial
bill did not include such borrowing au-
thority so that it is certain that Congress

- would have been faced with this request
later on if it had passed the bill as orig-
inally proposed.

At the time of his testimony, Center
Chairman Roger Stevens stated that
construction costs of the garage would
be $10,800,000. In House Joint Resolu-
tion 871, which emerged a day later,
borrowing authority is asked for $15.4
million. Three days later Mr. Stevens
testified that the additional $4.2 million
was needed because of architects’ fees,
engineers’ fees, and allowance for in-
creases in construction costs.

This astounding proposal would put a
first mortgage on a presidential memori-
al for the first time in our history. More-
over, according to the testimony of its
own proponents, this mortgage is certain
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to default. The proposed parking ga-
rage with spaces for about 1,600 cars is
to be built at the unprecedented high
cost of $10,000 per parking space. Ac-
cording to the testimony of Mr. Stevens,
the best anticipated revenues from the
use of this parking will not be enough
to pay the annual interest charges, let
alone the annual operating costs, and any
reduction whatsoever of the principal of
the 30-year loan that is sought. It is
clear that the end result will not be a
loan, but a further $15.4 million contri-
bution from the Federal Treasury.

Mr. Stevens testified that it was pro-
posed to operate the parking garage at a
dollar a car on an in-and-out basis re-
gardless of time. Because of its isolated
position, most tourists would be able to
approach the proposed EKennedy me-
morial conveniently only by private au-
tomobile. Those tourists who merely
want to view the building—and it is un-
clear whether they may ever enter free—
rather than attend one of the spectacles
to be presented there, would thus have to
pay $1 for the privilege of parking. The
other presidential memorials provide free
parking conveniently near and, of course,
free admission. Might not this affect the
attitude of tourists toward the memory
of President Kennedy?

It is also to be questioned whether
enough parking and adequate entrance
and exit facilities have been planned.
The present seating capacities of all of
the Center’s facilities add up to more
than 12,000. For this, 1,600 parking
places underground, and no surface park-
ing, are being planned. By comparison,
the Federal Government's Carter Bar-
ron Amphitheater has a seating capacity
of 4,000 and adjacent parking lots for
more than 1,100 cars. The Carter Bar-
ron Amphitheater is also served by regu-
larly scheduled D.C. Transit routes. Yet,
at the times when it plays to large audi-
ences, the Carter Barron parking lots are
quickly filled and the parking spills over
to adjacent streets for many blocks
around. According to the architect, Mr.
Stone, there will be only one access road
from the surrounding highways to the
Cultural Center. This would tend to
raise a serious problem, both in entrance
and exit, for 1,600 cars at a time when
there is intensive activity in the theaters,
especially when audiences are leaving at
one time.

Here it shall be noted that the parking
problem appears to be greatly aggravated
by the difficult site that has been chosen.
If the Cultural Center project were to be
located in downtown Washington, exist-
ing and future commercial parking fa-
cilities could take care of all of the needs
at no expense to the Federal Government,
FOURTH. THE QUESTION OF MATCHING FUNDS

President Eisenhower and President
Kennedy both laid great emphasis on the
fact that no Federal money would go
into the construction of the Center.
Senator ELLENDER, of Louisiana, spoke on
this subject just this past December 18,
saying:

President Kennedy was aware that if the
Cultural Center could be constructed entirely
through private contributions, it would have
much more meaning for the people all over
the country. * * * President Eennedy real-
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ized this, and attached great significance to
the raising of private funds. * * * He made
it the subject of White House messages.

Chairman Stevens of the Center has
himself 1aid great emphasis on this aspect
of the plan for the Center. Writing in
the American Music Teacher for Septem-
ber—October 1962, he stated:

When Congress sets aslde a 13-acre tract
[sic] on the Potomac for the National Cul-
tural Center it also stipulated—in conform-
ity with the American tradition—that the
funds for erecting the Center should be
ralsed by popular subscription. In other
words, Congress hoped that the people of
our country would indicate their enthusiasm
for this program by a kind of referendum, in
which their votes would be cast in the form

of voluntary contributions, both large and
small.

Yet, it is now proposed that a memorial
to President Kennedy be erected in a
way that is not in conformity with a
long-established and successful Ameri-
can tradition. This tradition and prece-
dent have not been violated in the case
of the congressionally authorized me-
morial to Franklin Delano Roosevelt
which ic yet to be built and which, when
it is built, is to be constructed from funds
made available entirely by public sub-
scription.

FIFTH. THE QUESTION OF ADMINISTRATION

All existing Presidential memorials in
Washington (including those authorized
but not yet constructed) have been de-
veloped under the direct control of Con-
gress through congressional commis-
sions. Congress is now being asked to
consider a Presidential memorial of un-
precedented magnitude and of unprece-
dented usage and cost with unprecedent-
ed haste—and also is being asked to waive
the commission approach which has re-
sulted in the great memorials to Wash-
ington, Lincoln and Jefferson. Congress
is being asked to surrender fiscal control
and administrative control to a board
dominated by lay citizens appointed by
the President without the advice and
consent of Congress. It is being asked
to do this in the face of a proposal for a
Presidential memorial which is simul-
taneously being presented to Congress
as a “business proposition” which is sup-
posed to pay its own way. It would ap-
pear that because of the grave risks in
the uncharted course set for the proposed
project that the thoughtful commission
approach is more necessary than ever
before.

SIXTH. THE QUESTION OF FINANCIAL RISK

For the first time in our history, Con-
gress is being asked to authorize and
pay the major cost of a Presidential
memorial which, once it is built, must
be maintained as a business. This in-
jects the problem of calculated risk into
a memorial monument, something which
Congress has never had to deal with
before. During various committee hear-
ings, Congress has relied on the testi-
mony of one witness, Mr. Stevens, for
assurances, unsupported by figures, that
the project would pay for itself once it
is built and would not be a future bur-
den to the taxpayers. Although the
statements of Mr. Stevens, whose in-
vestments are primarily in the theater
and in real estate, should be carefully
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considered, his opinion runs counter to
all actual experience in this field. Com-
parable cultural centers erected, or be-
ing erected in other big American cities,
have assumed that they would need an-
nual operating funds in addition to those
coming from operating revenues. Lin-
coln Center in New York found that its
construection costs just about doubled in
the course of construction, and it still
has not raised all of the capital that
it needs. Lincoln Center has also found
that its annual operating costs are great-
er than those assumed in the planning
estimates. In the other nations of the
world, opera houses and cultural cen-
ters all receive large annual subsidies
from their governments. They cannot
and do not exist from operating revenues
alone.

It thus becomes virtually certain that
Congress will have to provide annual
operating funds to keep such a gigantic
enterprise solvent. Comparison has been
made with the National Gallery of Art,
which was constructed entirely through
private means and given to the Govern-
ment. Yet, the National Gallery requires
and receives from Congress an appropria~
tion of more than $2 million a year which
it needs in order to operate. A complex
cultural center of the performing arts
will undoubtedly require even more in
annual subsidies in order to operate.

Congress has been given rosy predic-
tions in regard to other so-called self-
liquidating projects, the most recent and
notable of which is the District of Colum-
bia Stadium. Congress now knows that
even the most careful business predic-
tions by experts cannot be considered
negotiable. This is an especial problem
for enterprises which depend upon pay-
ing audiences in order to remain solvent.
For example, far from paying for itself,
the District of Columbia Stadium cannot
pay the interest on its Government-
guaranteed bonds and the Government
has had to step in in order to make the
interest payments.

It is true that Congress has already
authorized the undertaking of such
necessary financial risks in connection
with the construction of the theaters of
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the National Cultural Center. However,
the circumstances under which Congress
approved the plan were much different
from those that are now being proposed.
The original plan called for a project
which, except for the grant of land,
would be capitalized and supported en-
tirely through private contributions.
The project at that time was not a
memorial project and therefore there
was no implied obligation to rescue it,
if it should fail. Now Congress is con-
fronted with a plan under which a major
Federal investment of at least $35 mil-
lion is to be made immediately. This
plan for a presidential memorial can
hardly be allowed to fail, once it has
been built, regardless of the future cost
to the Federal Treasury.

A presidential memorial that, in the
future, found itself in financial trouble
would not be a graceful tribute to the
man to whom it is dedicated.

Congress is also being asked to pass
in House Joint Resolution 871 a meas-
ure which would supersede more than 40
conflicting memorial proposals on which
hearings have never been held, and
whose virtues will never be known if,
for the first time in our Nation’s history,
a presidential memorial is authorized
under emergency conditions. Prece-
dent and prudence appear to require the
commission approach. Congress, for
example, should have a completely de-
tailed fiscal report of the Center’'s opera-
tions to date including a complete list-
ing of all donations made, the names of
the donors and the conditions attached
to the gifts. Congress should have this
information because it is the Congress
and, also, because it is being asked to
authorize Federal funds that must
match, among other items, substantially
more than $1 million which have been
spent already on purely administrative
and promotional activities. The com-
mission approach would also give Con-
gress the needed opporfunity to consider,
in less chaotic circumstances, whether or
not the Cultural Center, attractive as
the idea may sound at the moment, is in
fact the most suitable memorial to
President EKennedy. Representative
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ScaweNnGeL, of Iowa, has appropriately
pointed out that although the late Presi-
dent’s interest in the performing arts
was a matter of record, it was not the
dominant interest in his life.

It would be wise to consider whether
a Cultural Center memorial is the type
of memorial that would appeal to most
Americans in connection with their late
President. It is apparent that the
greatest value of the Cultural Center
memorial will be to those who are able
to afford the admission prices to the
attractions that it will present. It fol-
lows that the Center will be of more
value to the residents of Washington
than to its visitors. Many millions of
Americans who visit Washington will be
excluded from the fullest enjoyment of
a memorial such as House Joint Reso-
lution 871 will provide. Everyone, re-
gardless of economic circumstances or
cultural interests, can enjoy the free
and simple magnificence of the Lincoln
Memorial.

Voting and Attendance Record of
Representative Gerald R. Ford

EXTENSION OF REMARES
oF

HON. GERALD R. FORD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, December 24, 1963

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks, I include a report
of my voting and attendance record dur-
ing the 1st session of the 88th Congress.

The record includes all rollcall votes
and all quorum calls. The description of
bills is for the purpose of identification
only; no attempt has been made to de-
scribe the bills completely or to elaborate
upon the issues involved.

The purpose of this report is to collect
in one place information which is scat-
tered through thousands of pages of the
CoNGRESSIONAL RECoOrD. I want to be able
to provide any interested constituent
with a simple compilation of my voting
and attendance record.

The report is as follows:

Voting record of Representative GEraLD R. Forp, 5ith Disirict of Michigan

No. Date Measure, question, and result Vote
1| Jan. 9 | Call of the House... Proadits
2 | Jan. 9 | Election of the Speaker. (MecCormack, 256; Halleek, 175.) o - oo oo oo e e e L Hal]ack
3 | Jan. 9 | H. Res. 5, on a motion calling for a vote on the resolution concerning rules of the IIDu.se (Passed 249 to 183.) No.

4 | Jan. 9 | H. Res. 5, to adopt for the 88th Cong. the House rules of the 87th Cong. pt that tee on Rules shall be increased | No.
permanently from 12 to 16 members. (Passed 235 to 196.)
5 | Feb. J. Res, 284, to approve a supplemental appropriation of $508,000,000 for the Department of Agrim‘liu:e (Passed 254 £0 154.) oo e e cee e No.
6 | Feb. 27 | H. ERes. 249, to suthorize an amount not to exceed 360,000 Ior use by the Committee on Un-American Acl..lvmea in carrying on | Yes,
its work. (Passedsas to 20.)
7| Mar. 11 | Quorum eall______ --| Present,
8 | Mar, 11 Hd‘l Qilﬂa, t.u extend for 4 years the induction provisions of the Universai Military Training and SBervice Act (selective service). (Passed 387 | Yes.
9 | Mar. 12 | H.R, 4374, to proclaim Sir Winston Churchill an honorary citizen of the United States. (Passed 377 to 21.) Yes.
10 | Mar, 12 | Quornm call Fresent,
11 | Mar, 13 uoram eall______ Pregent,
12 13 .. 2440, to increase the authorization for military procurement by $363,700,000 to develop the R8-70 weapons system. (Passed 226 t0170.)_| Yes.
13 | Mar. 13 | H.R. 2440 to munmmit to oommitbee the bill wthortzlng appropriations for aireraft, missiles, and naval vessels in order to reduce by &6 per- | Yes
tmprueumm t funds and by 12} percent t| rammhand dnw.'lopmeatl‘undu (Dematm 149 to 258.)
%g i‘far Ii H. Rmuflllil final passage of the bill to authorize $15,856,391,000 for procurement of aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels, (Passed 374 to 33.).- ?u. :
pr norum Tesen
16 | Apr. 4 (RP 5366, to spp;o]ve the §5,000,000,000 appropriation bill for the Department of Treasury and Post Office and for the Executive Office. | Yes.
17| Apr. 9| Quorsm eall- oo e P
18 LApria0 | Ooernmoall. - ol Present.
10 | Apr. 10 | H.R. 5517, to add sm.om.ow for the public works acceleration program to supplemental appml{matlon bill, 1963. (Passed 228 to 184. )_ No.
20 | Apr. 10 | H.R. 5389, to repeal certain legislation relating to silver including nut.horlmtion to issue $1 Federal Reserve notes in place of $1 silver certifi- | Yes.
cates. (Passed 251 to122.) o
21 | Apr. 23 woram call ... AR R L i e e e e e e i S T
22 | Apr. 24 Lol o | R S ES - o, O, o e e e T o L ey e e i e e L B S Present.
23 | Apr. 24 .R. 12, to recommit to committee the Health Professi Edueation Assist Act in order to delete the provision for student loans. es.
(De[cated 171 to 239.)

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Voting record of Representative GErarp R. Forp, 5th Disirict of Michigan—Continued

No. | Date Measure, question, and result Vote
Apr, H.R. 12 on final passage of the Health Professions Education Assistance Act. (Passed 288 to 122.) No.
Apr, R e g oo i e et o b M 41y St s A1 0 o ey e R o e i B e s R e | Present,
Apr. cal ;
Apr. uornm call Present,
Apr. uorum call Present,
Apr. .R. 4997, to recommit to the Committee on Agriculture the Feed Grains Act of 1963, (Defeated 196 to 205.) Yes.
i Apr. H.R. 4097, on final passage of the Feed Grains Act of 1063, (Passed 208 to 196.). A R TRy s No.
uorum call e it > sy Present.
Apr, uoram call . AT A Present,
Apr. R, 1762 (8. 20), to d the bill establishing a burean in the Dapartmant of the Interlor to cogrdinate outdoor recreational Drogram.s Yes.
I(Jlg requiring it w)ﬂle 1 reports itemizing the so , value, purpose, and use of each donation accepted in connection with this act.
assed 202 to 50.

rHoooo

O OB e e e o o 0 e Present.
ﬁ 245, to provlde that Members of Congress shall be limited to per diem allowances and necessary transportation costs in connection | Yes.
with mvei outside the United States, (Passed 384 to
H.R. 5517, to recommit to conference the supplemental ap mm'iﬂ.tions blIl 1963, in order to insist upon the elimination of funds added by the | Yes,
Benate for the World Food Congress and $65,000 to the Internstional Peace Corps Secretariat, (Passed 207 to to 190.)

m call
May 9 Eitﬂ MO to amend the Internal Sccu.rity Act of 1950 to provide for maximum personnel security in the National Sewﬂty Agency. (Passed | Yes,

May 13 | H.R.4274, {o amend the District of Columbia Code to permit principals and teachers in District of Columbia schools to use reasonable foree | Absent.?
in maintaining order in schools. (Passed 277 to 53.

May 14 | H.R. 5517, to accept the conference on the snlpplamen apgopriauon bill, 1963, which includes among others a provision for $450,000,000 for | No.

the accelerated public works program.

May 14 | H.R. 5517, to order the previous question in order to vote on a provision in the bill relative to the Philippine war damage claims payment. | No.
(Dereated 168 to 207 with the provision later ordered recommitted to conference for further consideration,)

orum call_ _ =
May 14 . Rcs. 340, to authorize travel outside the United States by members of the House Committee on Education and Labor. (Defeated 153 | No.
May 15 | Quorum call. ... -| Present,
M 1 Presen

Mg 15 .R. 8009, to recommit to committee the bill to inuense the national debt limit in order to amend the bill by providing for a continuation | Yes,
of the debt limitation at $305,000,000,000. (Defeated 195

S
®
© » wu co~mE  BUEERRNRRY

ﬁny ﬁ m&?]n final passage of the bill to increase the nntlonal debt Hmit to $300,000,000,000 for July and August 1963. (Passed 218 tom-l)-- %;Io.
ay 16| Quornm call ____....._. resent.
May 23 g Res. 362, to adopl: the res;ulmton providing for the consideration of H.R. 6060 (S. 1409), the bill relative to equal pay for equal work by | Yes,
women. (Passed 362
May 28 | Quorum call_____ e o o . 5 S Present,
May 28 | Quorum call___ == 2 e P t
May 29 guomm call.__. e e 5 - e = Present.
May 29 oRea. ?gﬂm nﬁlgrlw the § er to n::u'sol.m:i official delegates from the House of Representatives to the meeting of the International Labor | Yes.
rganization aneva.
May 20 | H.R. 5497, to continue for 2 years the pr m under Public Law 78 of 1051 by which Mexican nationals are temporarily ad- | Yes.
mitted to the United States as asr!wltmai laborers. (Defeated 158 to 174.)
June 4 R L S e e R Presént,
June 4 .R. 3496, to amend the bill providing for certain emptlons of the Reorganimtion Aeté)% prohlbiﬁng the creation by the President of any | Yes.
new executive departments under the authority of the Reorganization Act. (Passed 174.)
June : cal e : «-=n-----| Present.
June 4 2 P
June 4 Present,
June 4 ourn the meeting of the House. (Defeated 53 to 277.) No.
Juns 4 =y Present.
June 4 s . s w2 Present.
June 4 L1 Present.
June § e e B 1 R B o e e o S B e e W e e S Present.
g W R O TR O RS SO RIS SR L T b DRl e R R S s e SR S e Present,
gune 1? B. 6754, wlt;: approve the appropriation bill for the Department of Agriculture in the amount of 35,000 ,000,000. (Passed 288 to 79.).._..... No.
une - P
June 11 R ﬁaas, 10 approve the leglslative appropriation bill in the amount of $140,000,000. (Passed 271 to 122.)._..._ Yes.
June 11 | Quorum call_ . i il
June 12 norum eall. 5 Present,
June 12 uorum call. Present,
June 12 | Quorum call_ Present
June 12 I'R t;gﬁﬁ to ado, 208‘ the Area Redevelopment Act Amendments of 1063, increasing the authorized funds for the program by $455,500,000, (De- | No.
(2

UOrumn aa]l
June 13 ﬁ.R. 6755, to adopt the Tax Rate Extension Act of 1063, continuing for 1 year the corporate tax rates and the rates on cortain excise taxes sched- | Yes,
uled to chmse or axpim on June 30. ['Psssed 283 0 91.)
June 18 R A T e o e i e i e o R iR g o e g S SR 1 0 b O, L | SN Y gresont.

June 19 g' J. Res. 247, to suspend the equal time provisions of the Communications Act to enable radio and T'V facilities to grant equal time to 1064 | Yes.
pmsldentlai and vice presidential candidates for major parties without extending same privilege to minor candidates. (Passed 263 to 126.)
June 24 uortm call_ Present,
June 24 .R. 6177, to recommit to committee the bill relating to the annual payment to the District of Columbia in order to increase the contribution | No.

fmmﬂb ,000 to $53,000,000. (Defeated 99 to 237.)

£ 5882 % 3 se88283E 23 &P B8 22 IIVIANIIIISLILER6S 22 T PALD HE =82 85 5 5 P AL & ¥ pumes EpzsnpRERe
3

June 25 | Quorum call_ ! £y

June 25 | Quorum call__

June 26 call. s -

gn.{m Bg R 7178, to adopt the 1964 appropriation bill for the Department of Defénse in the amount of $47,000,000,000, (Passed 410 to 1.) el

uly resent,
}gllg lg R 8179“]:;: provide that judges of the U.8, Court of Military Appeals shall hold office during good behavior, (Passed 314 to 82.) . ___.__ ‘il’.'ofm
12 L e ARG EE S s I - t.

July 16 B 4807, to recommit to committee the bﬂl extending the provisions of the mdlt!on law to 1nclude acts of sedition committed against the | No,
United émes in foreign countries by U.8 or per t aliens, (D .

July 17 | H.R. 5279, to to the tee the a P t&gmm bll.l for tha Department of Interior in order to eliminate $511,000 for | No,

tiatina lans for a Natlonal Alir Museum Bldg. (Defea
July 17 HIIQIM&T?P':O apps:gw tlgg conference report making appropriations in the nmmmt of $058,456,500 for the Department of the Interlor in fiscal | Yes,
assed L)

July 17 | Quorum call i SL.eum - Present.

July 18 | Quorum can ....... FERE Present.

Faby- il | Ouorpm eall_____ - - - o e e e “ Present,

July 18 | H.R 5171 to recommit to committes the bill authorizing General Services Administ#ation to handie purchase, lease, operation of automatic | No,
data pmuming equipment by Federal agencies and de ents. (Defeated 96 to 258,

July 24 | H.R. 6518, to adopt the Clear Air Act which aul $90,000,000 previously for mmreh, investigation, and training in the area of alr | No.

; pollution. (Passed 272 to 102.)
See footnotes at end of table.
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Voting record of Representative GERALD R. Forb, 5th District of Michigan—Continued
No. | Date Measure, question, and resnlt Vote
103 | Juy 25 ﬁum'um BT T R Atk & . 0 o R o S e A s i B e N R S, A A, -| Present.
104 | July 25 343,) it to ittee the Presidential Transition Act in order to eliminate the nuthurimtiuno!npmopriatlcns (Defeated No.
105 | July 30 % um call__ A U Present,
106 | July 30 R. 3872, to insist on the Positlon that the Export-Import Bank should be fir tions rather than through back- | Yes.
oor spending. (Passed 379 toll
107 | July 31 uoru.m T e N R e £ e e ST T N e S 1 LA o o 40, o S el M I T Present.
108 | July 31 . Res. 453, to adopt a rule walv[ng points of urder and providing for the ideration u[t.‘.h report on H.R. 5207, to amend the | No,
Foreign Bervice of payment for Phﬂjpplne war damage. (Passed 234 to 166.)
109 | Aug. 1 N O i o i e i e St e o L S S Present.
110 | Aug. 1 ERes fgmt?n?;igspaa rule ovid Itor :!;e wnsidmtion of H.RR. 7500, a bill authorizing appropriations to the National Aeronautics and | Yes.
omn. ol
111 | Aug, 1 33‘. zomgf ;.o approve the hﬂl nuthorizl.nx $5,200,000,000 in appropriations for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. (Passed | Yes.
Ll T S e e e el L Ll ia B S PO S S e s Present.
113 | Aug. 5 B.Jﬂsﬁ'z m&f’ an(:;nd the Natl%a)l Cultural Center Act to extend the termination date for fund raising for 3 years and to enlarge the board of | Yes.
5 assed 203 5
114 | Aug. 6 e e L P Present,
115 | Aug. 6 .R. 49565, to recommit to committee the Vocational Edncational Act of 1063 to amend the act to provide that by July 1, 1965, all vocational | Yes, .
educational programs conducted under the act shovld be on & racially nondiscrimjnamry basis. (Defeated 181 to 217.)
%{g iug. g H R. 4955 to pass the Vocational Education Act of 1963, (Passed 377 to 21.) Yes. s
e il T B e o R R e R e L e e L R R e L e A R -
18 | Aug. 7 Be& %’.’ {0 adopt the rule permitting consideration of H. R, 7824, the bill to extend the $300,000,000,000 debt limit until Nov. 30, (Passed | Yes.
119 | Aug. 8 uorum ca Present,
120 | Ang. 8 uorum call_____._ Present,
121 | Aug. 8 lll;l ﬂﬂiﬁgﬂi recommit to committee the bill on public debt limit to set the temporary limit at $307,000,000,000 until Oct. 31, 1963. (Defeated | Yes.
% iug. 1% H R 7824, to pass the bill extending the $309,000,000,000 public debt Hmit until Nov. 30, 1963. (Passed 221 to 175.) A Ag‘ i s
ug. 12 | Quornm eall_____. s
g; im' ﬁ ﬁ R, ?ﬁz& to recommit to committee the bill relating to crime and eriminal procedure in the District of Columbia. (Defeated 114 to 222.)_ ;aimd against,
. 14 | Quornm call . ... resent,
126 Ag. 14 ﬁ R ms. to pass the Higher Education Fscimlos At ofApHE (ERGEA BT B0 TIBL e e it ot e L p S b e S s e ] Yes.
127 | Aug. 20 | Quorum Present.
128 | Aug. 20 | Quornm eall. = - Present.
120 | Aug. 21 | Quornm call 2 t.
130 | Aug. 22 | Quorum call . b - ---| Present,
131 | Aug. 23 %uumm 1 | PSR e L S S Sl e L T S e S R e i s e e S Present,
132 | Aug. 23 g g0 |!-e‘gcs"?x)mﬂ. to commiiitee the Foreign Assistance Act of 1963 in ordm' to reduce the autharization for foreign aid by 3685 000,000. | Yes.
P’assui 0
}5 iug. g? H R. 7335 orn final passage of the Foreign Assistance Act of 19063 authorizing $3,500,000,000 for fiscal year 1064, (Passed 224 to186) ... ‘l"t.:a;ent
135 Ag'. 2 uorum mll """ Present.
136 | Aug. 28 norum call ¥ --| Present,
137 | Aug. 28 orum eall Present.
138 | Aug. 28 .R. 7600, to recommit to conference mmmittee the authorization for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration in order to reduce | Yes.
the dollar amount to $5,200,000,000 as ori &E‘mwd by the House, (Defeated 176 to 200.)
130 | Aug. 28 | H.R. 7500, on final passage of the NASA suthorisa bill for $5,350,000,000. (Passed 249 to 125.). . A es,
140 | Sept. 10 Juorum ca Absent. 4
141 | Sept. juorum call .| Absent.4
142 | Bept. 10 | Quorum call. -| Absent.4
143 | Bept. 10 | Quorum eall.. Absent. 4
144 | Sept. 10 | 8. 1676, to approve the Mental Retardation Facilitiesand Communit! Mental Centers Construction Act of 1963 as amended by the Honse | Absent2
mmittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. (Passed 335 to 18.)
145 | Sept. 11 Quorum o | RSO A S Y SRR T > L i, e S e Sl P Absent 4
146 | Bept. 11 | H. Reg‘ 50{4 to est.ablish a. select committee of the House to Invastigatc research programs conducted or spunsomd by the Federa] Govern- | Absent.?
ment. (Passed 336
147 | Bept. 17 | Quorum call___ e ey D . Absent ¢
148 | Bept. 17 | Quorum call. .. Absent.+
149 | Bept. 17 Cuomm call__ T = Absent.4
150 | Bept. 24 E ............................... Present.
151 | Sept. 24 | H. Res. 527, to adopr, a closed [gn.g) rule providing for 8 hours of debate on the Revenue Act of 1063. (Passed 320 10 66.) .o oooeeoo e o No.
152 | Bept. 24 morom call. . oo oo Present.
153 | Bept, 25 | Quorum eall____ Present.
154 | Bept. 25 | Quorum eall. ..o - e Present,
155 pt. 25 s e ] D R e I e AR ST = -| Present.
156 | Bept. 25 R 8363, to recommit to committee the Revenue Act of 1963 to provide that tax reduction should beeome cffective onl Il’ ditures in | Yes,
ﬂ.scal_lw wy;zar)lm are estimated by the President to not exceed $97,000,000,000 and for the year 1965 not to exceed $98,000, (Defeated
157 | Bept. 25 | H.R. 8363, to approve the Revenue Act of 1963 as recommended by the Commiitee on Ways and Means. (Passed 271 to 155.)...._.__.-___ No.
158 | Bept. 26 call... Present,
159 | Oct. orum call. Present.
160 | Oct. 1 | H.R. 6555, to adopt the conference report on the military pay raise bill. (Passed 333 to 5.) Yes.
161 | Oct. 1 | Quornm m call Present.
162 | Oct. 1 | F. Res. 539, to adopt an open rule for the consideration of H.R . 7044, a bill to authorize 1,500,000 for construction of the Corregidor-Bataan es.
Memorlai (Passed 314 to 12,)
163 | Oct. 2 uorum call_ Absent.?
164 | Oct, 7 % ________ Present.
165 | Oct. 7 R. M.lsoto agree 1o a Senate amendment to H, K. 3360 (a private bill) extending for 1 year the life of the Civil Rights Commission. (Passed | Yes.
166 | Oct. 8 ﬁn ol Present.
167 | Oct. 8 R. ?179 to approve the conference report on the appropriation bill for the Department of Defense in the amount of $47,200,000,000. (Passed | Yes,
168 . 10 lerum call ..... Absent.1
160 | Oct. 10 morum eall. . .. il Ahsent.1
170 . 10 “l;lmsﬂg;rt?q r:oommlt to wmmimm thgamdependant office appropriation bill in order to reduce by $200,000,000 the research and development | Absent.?
5
171 | Oct. 11 | H.R. 8747, to ad t ﬂw indﬁrendont offices ap m fation bill in the amount of $13,000,000,000. (Passed 302 to 32.) Absent.?
172 | Oct. 14 | H.R. m?l to mo iry the retirement benefits o jn ges of local District of Colum‘bl.a courts, (Passed 149 to 86.) Absent.*
173 | Oct. 15 | Quorum call__ .-| Present.
174 | Oct. 15 R mg'ﬁto authorize grants for the collection, reproduction, and publication of d tary source material of American history, (Passed | No.
175 | Oct. 21 quoru m call. . Absent.
176 | Oct. 21 tlﬁ%m to Edopt the conference report on the Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Centers Construction Act of 1963, (Passed | Absent.?
177 | Oct, 22 0TI cnll_ R Absent.
178 | Oct, 22 (}]v" 8821 55‘3 {:\;m the methods for repayment to the Treasury of funds advanced by the Temporary Unemployment Compensation Act. | Absent,?
179 | Oct. 23 e Present,
180 | Oct, 23 S?RAJ f.?ﬁ to establish a United States-Puerto Rico commission to study relationship between the United States and Puerto Rico, (Passed | Yes.
181 | Oct. 24 | @ call_ Present
182 | Oct. 28 | Quorum call Absent.?

See footnotes at end of table,
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Voting record of Representative Gerarp R. Forp, 5ih District of Michigan—Continued

No. | Date Measure, question, and result Vote
183 | Oct. 28 | H.J. toextend the continuing resolution for ap tions for flscal 1064thm1ghN 1963. Pmsed:mtol _____________ Absent.t
184 | Oct, 28 | H. Res. 3.{2?'1;0 authorize a subcommittee of the CommFﬂ:o?:: Edueation and Labor to visit Russiaan ro'paan countries for the pur- | Absent.s

\ pose of inspecting selentific data processing arrangements. (Defeated 119 to 164.)
185 | Oct. 20 | Quorum call. AL Absent.?
186 | Oct. 30 Qum'um call Absent,?
187 | Oct. 31 mornm eall_ . _........ 2 S Present,
188 | Oct. 31 -R. 6500, to adopt the conference re on the mill construction authorization bill. (Passed 356 to --] Yes.
180 | Oet. 31 | H.R. 8195. toa ve the bill exten: for 1 year (to . 31, lQ&i) the provisions of Publiec Law 78 rela to the use of Mexican nationals | Yes,
asngrtcn:ura lsborers in United States, (Passed 173 to 158.)
190 | Nov. 6 % m call_ _ Present,
191 | Nov. R, 8143 to adopt the mfmComr;th on the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1063, (Passed 258 to 92.) Yes.
192 | Nov. 6 H(R sug 2?8 megn)mit to th tee on the District of Columbia a bill to revise the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act for the District. | Yes.
198 | Nov. 7 Quorum - | TS = R S N S 1 S S e S e B 2 Present,
104 | Nov. 7 | H. Res. 564, on the sdnptlou ofauloaed rule to take up for consideration H. R, 8969, a bill to raise the public debt limit. (Passed 212 to 149.)._.] No.
105 | Nov. 7 HIR tggdﬂ?nwto o tto e the bill to i the publicdebt limit from $300,000,000,000 to $315,000,000, 000 until June 20, 1964, (De- | Yes.
{1

106 | Nov. 8 | H.R. 8060, to approve the bill to increase the public debt ceiling to $315,000,000,000 until June 20, 1964, (Passed 187 t0 170.) oo No.
197 | Nov. 13 | Quorum call.. e Absent.?

Nov. 14 uorum call. . Absent.?
109 | Nov. 14 nornm call. Absent,?

Nov. 14 (% 8364,182 gvﬁt‘ p)mage of the bill to carry out the obligations of the United SBtates under the International Coffee Agreement of 1962, | Absent.$

201 | Nov. 18 | Quorum call. _ Present.
202 | Nov. 18 .R. 2088, to provide for E:m"‘ﬂ"“‘m by mambers nrtha Armed Forces in international sports notivities. (Pnssed 262 t0 80.). ... Yes.
203 | Nov. 18 | H.R. 8135, to provide for t ecreational facilities at the Sanford Reservoir area, Canadian River | No.

project, 'Texas. (Passed 283 to 30.
204 | Nov. 18 gnumm L e RICRLIT B e Present.
% g‘"" }g .R. 9139; to approve the military wnatn.lcﬁm appropriation bill for 1964 in the amount of $1. 500,000,000, (Passed 332 to 5). ;’es. ‘

ov. resen
207 | Nov. 19 _R. 9140, to approve the public works appropriation bill for 1964 in tho amount of $4.200,000,000, (Passed 368 t0 27.)n oo o] Yes.
208 | Nov. 20 Q,uomm call__ Present.,
209 | Nov, 20 | 8. 777, to a.mand and approve the bill to : amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Aet in order to increase the authorization and modify | Yes,
3 security for tor employees, (Passed 252 to 133.)

L0 R IO o I Ol i o s e i o e i i B o 5 s T - ] G o o . Sk B G o b ke 2 Present
211 | Dee, 2 guR 9124. tomapend the rn!uas snd the bill relative to the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps including expansion of janior ROTC and | Yes.

other changes, (Defeated 17! 1 % vote required for passage.)
212 | Dec. 2 gmmm call Absent,!
213 | Dec. 2 R. 10, to extend the apportionment requirement relative to Btate residence and open competitive examinations to temporary summer | Absent.?

positlnm wft.h the Federal Government in Washington. (Passed 301 to 18.)
214 | Dec. 3 Present.
215 | Dec, 3 Quumm m Present.
216 | Dec. 3 | Quorum cal Present,
217 | Dec. 4] Q call. Present.
218 | Dec. 4 éuomm call_ Present.
219 | Dec. 4 R. 6196, to recommit to comnittee the bill mlmd “.& bill to revitalize the American cotton industry.” (Defeated 179to224.).___._.__| Yes.
220 | Dec. 4 | H.R. 6196, on final passage of cotton bill. (Passed 216 to 182.) . No.
221 | Dee. 5 call Absent.®
222 | Dec. 6 nrum mll .......... Present.
228 | Dec. 9| Quorumeall ________ Present.
224 | Dec. 9 R?B&atoad mmmmturmamumAamm authorizing $3,600,000,000 for the mutual security program | Yes.

in fiscal 1964. E”Pmd 195 to 1
205 | Doo. 8] Quornmenll. .o . Present.
226 | Dec. 9 Il)‘cmf?w ueo%'lgnu t?e e}ommlttee  bill authorizing construction of a 23-mile rapid transit system including & subway in Washington, | Yes.
227 | Dee. 10 | H.R. 8747, to &, prmve the conference tm the independent offices appropriation bill of $13,200,000,000. assed 356 t022.). ... __._.. Absent.?
228 | Dec. 10 | H.R. 874.?. opt the amendment to egem:leut offices ap mprlathn bill providing funds for site and expenses involved in | Absent.?
o 1 ction of a VA hospital at Bay Ptu.es feated 1 t i
230 | Dee. 10 2?3 g:llsdsho approve the conference report on the Clean Air Act, a bill relative to the prevention and ab of air pollution. (Passed | Absent.’
231 | Dec. 10 Lo Absent.!
232 | Dee. 10 g uornm call.. Absent.1
233 | Dec. 10 (R 7457, 3&% adopt,t!m rule for consideration of the bill to provide legal assistsmce for indigent defendants in criminal eases in 1.8, courts, | Absent.?
234 | Dec. 11 Onnmotluntoadjnnmthe House of Representatives at about 1 p.m, (Passed 214 to 166.) No.
% % g H.R. nlﬂ,toadoptthomhrenm report on the public works appropriation b‘iliinthenmmtntﬂ.dm,mnmo (Passed 328 t0 47.) - ... gro. .

y orum call egen
237 | Deec. 12 .R. 4035, to recommit to committee the conference report on the Vocational Education Act of 1063. (Defeated 180 to 102.) oo oeceeeeea.| Yes,
% Deec. }g H.R. l@ﬁa.wapmwmmlmnmmpwtmthe"mﬁmﬂndnuﬁmmtﬂlm (Passed 300 to 63.). No. s
g:lo Dec. ;: gnR m“]tfadommmfumumpmmmummmwmmmmmmm,mmm (Passed 300 to 4.).| Yes. &
Dec. norm Presen

242 | Deec. 16 %R to recommit to committee the forelgn operations a bill with orders to ggxﬂmthﬂththahmmdedtobum Yes.

of [unds of Export-Import Bank to tee credit of Commy mmm (Passed
m g:g. }g H.R. 9489, on final passage of the operations appropriation bill in the amount of $3,100,000,000. (Pu!ed b0 N I— ) i

\ orum call Present,
246 | Dec. 17 BM.tumshtonmdhammmtonbekuﬁtbmmummmmm,mmmmummmmm Yes,
Rescrvolr at Flathead, Mont, (Passod 320 to 41.)

246 | Dec. 17 | H. R ma tomvide the colnage of 50-cent pleces pleces bearing the likeness of John F. Kennedy. (Passed 352 60 8.)c aveeeococommcnrcaccaann.| Yes,
247 | Dec. 19 | Quornm call Present,
248 | Deec. 10 | H.J. dR%' ltanem ?n.sa 2 supplemm}:tal appropriation bill of $41,800,000 for mental heaith activities in the Department of Health, Education, | Yes,

and We
240 | Dee. 20 | Quorum call Present.
250 | Dec, 21 ﬁumea]l Present,
261 | Dec, 21 Res,5 98, to adopt the rulc walving all points of order for consideration bymnmofthemgnddnm'm‘hﬁmbm (Passed 182 to 95.) | Yes,
252 | Dec, 21 HR.m.ﬁomomm:m:Mm‘mamwmmm mmnatdnppmprmﬂunb order to strengthen the lmitation on the Export-Im- | Yes,

to guarantee of credit to Communist governments, to 136.)

253 | Dee, 21 Present,
254 | Dec. 23 rum call : 2 Absent.?
2656 | Dec. 23 ;mm,w d the rules and adopt the rule walving points of order, ete., on the foreign aid appropriation bill. (Defeated 202 to 105; | Absent.*
266 | Dee. 24 H.]Lmbndnm“m to foreign aid appropriation bill bwrﬂr*meuﬂnndsnfnmlmwtm teeing credit to | No.

(5. vernments unless President determines that such guaran and each mcgw

ommunis
nation to the'home and SBenate., (Passed 180 to 188,)

ii{nnkh: mumtawaymwmm 5 :Attsn g“g:mlmnfmhmunmmtwvnhnummum House of

wmt would have voled “no.”
¢ Attending meeting of Presidential Commission on Assassination of Mr. Kennedy.
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